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I. OVERVIEW 


The United States-led war against Iraq which began in 1990 is 
still going on. It is an atrocious, imperialist war. Its aim is the 
continuation of U.S.-British hegemony over the oil production 
of the Persian Gulf against the challenge posed by the 
emergence of Iraq as a regional power. 


From August of 1990 through February of 1991 the 
resistance to the war of the people of the United States was 
broad based. Following the ceasefire of February 28, 1991, 
however, the antiwar movement dropped into a low level of 
activity. The movement fell into inactivity in this period not 
because the war ended, but because of ideological weakness: 
problems of thought which hinder the ability to act. 


For the most part the antiwar movement has no theory. 
Most forces within this broad and diverse movement still have 
not grasped the fundamental political contradiction of the war, 
that of imperialism versus the national sovereignty of Iraq in 
conflict over control of oil production. This is a problem of 
what to think about the war. 


In the postceasefire period a profound confusion emerged. 
Some of the war’s erstwhile opponents repeated ideas that 
Originated from the imperialist bourgeoisie: that the war was 
caused by Iraq’s "rash bid for regional hegemony," that the 
ethnic and sectarian strife instigated by the war is due to the 
“brutality” of Iraq’s leadership, and so on. This is a problem of 
worldview, a problem of how to think about the war. 


SS a ee eee 
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The movement must address its ideological weaknesses in 
order to address its practical tasks. On the one hand there is the 
immediate struggle to bring peace to the Middle East. In 
respect to the war against Iraq, the foremost goal of the current 
ceasefire period must be the fight to end the trade embargo. On 
the other hand there is the historical task of the overthrow of 
imperialism. Only by the destruction of imperialism will it be 
certain that it can never again commit such crimes as the assault 
upon Iraq. 


The war came about because of Iraq’s rise to the level of a 
regional power that could, on the basis of its national 
sovereignty, challenge imperialism economically, politically, 
and militarily. The aim of the war was the destruction of Iraq’s 
industrial and military capacities, including the genocidal killing 
of its military service-aged male population. 


Despite its official posture of neutrality, the United States 
had shown a tilt toward Iraq in its 1980-1988 war with Iran. 
That war ended with the clear military victory of Iraq. Victory 
established Iraq as the foremost indigenous power in the Gulf, 
with a military capacity almost on a par with that of Israel. The 
antagonism of the imperialist powers in the Gulf, the United 
States and Britain toward Iraq, then came to the forefront. Iraq 
responded in February of 1990 with an open political challenge 
among the Arab states against imperialism. 


The Kuwait crisis was provoked through the collusion 
between the United States and the Kuwait’s ruling Sabah 
family. Like the U.S. ruling class, the feudal Kuwaiti elite had 
come to fear the consequences of Iraq’s development as a 
modern country. Kuwait was established as a country by Britain 
in 1921, in the wake of World War I, as an obstacle to Iraqi 
sovereignty. The Kuwaiti monarchy has always feared Iraq’s 
historical claims upon Kuwait. 


The Sabah family’s actions harmed Iraq in the period of 
1988-1990. Kuwait produced oil in excess of its Organization 
of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) quota. World oil 
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prices down; this harmed the economies of Iraq and of other 
OPEC countries. Iraq also charged that Kuwait took more oil 
than its agreed-upon allotment of oil from the Rumaila field 
which the two countries own jointly. Iraq called this a theft. 


Kuwait had supported Iraq in the 1980-1988 war in return 
for protection from the hostility of the Islamic regime of Iran. 
Iraq demanded that Kuwait cancel $10-15 billion in war-related 
loans. It demanded an additional grant of $10 billion for 
recovery. Similar demands were made upon Saudi Arabia. The 
Sabah family consistently refused to cancel the Iraqi debt or to 
negotiate the settlement of these questions. 


The Sabah family wanted to eliminate Iraq’s claims for 
reparations. They knew that if they provoked a crisis, the 
United States would step in and attack Iraq. They expected that 
this would end their obligations and eliminate any long-term 
threat to their interests from Iraq. 


The Kuwait crisis was a pretext for war. Kuwait has always 
played this role of a tool of outside powers against the interests 
of the countries and peoples of the Middle East. 


The Bush administration sanctioned the sale to Iraq of goods 
having military-related uses knowing that the trade would not 
have the slightest effect on the balance between a developing 
country and a military superpower. Its notorious economic and 
diplomatic tolerance of Iraq in early 1990 was used as a 
smokescreen to hide preparations for aggression. 


Nonetheless the status of Kuwait after its seizure by Iraq on 
August 2, 1990 was always negotiable. Terms for a negotiated 
settlement of the crisis were repeatedly offered by Iraq in the 
period before the bombing campaign that began on January 16, 
1991. The Bush administration adamantly refused to give any 
consideration to any resolution of the Kuwait crisis short of 
war. Its aim was war. 


To this end, the United Nations’ purpose was subverted 
from the furtherance of peace to the furtherance of war. Trade 
sanctions of unprecedented severity were passed against Iraq 
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not to resolve the crisis but to weaken Iraq in pursuit of U.S. 
and British war plans. The infamous Security Council 
Resolution 678 of November 29, 1990 was passed to give the 
U.S. and British actions the appearance of legitimacy, even as 
the two aggressor states refused every effort for a negotiated 
settlement. 


The responsibility for the war itself lies with the imperialist 
powers: the United States, Britain, and to a limited extent, 
France. Secondary responsibility for the war lies not with Iraq 
but with a number of traitors to the people’s cause, the Soviet 
authorities who were then led by Mikhail Gorbachev and 
Eduard Shevardnadze, who still claimed to be "Leninists", and 
their silent partners in China, who are led by Deng Xiaoping 
and Li Peng. 


Imperialists will be imperialists. That isn’t good, but it is to 
be expected. What is not to be expected is the connivance of 
those who today lead regimes that were created by the people’s 
revolutions against imperialism. These opportunists made deals, 
through the United Nations Security Council, with imperialism 
to support it against Iraq and against the peoples of the Middle 
East. They wanted loans, trade agreements, contracts, and 
financial aid from the rich imperialist countries of the West. 
They sold the revolutionary principles of the peoples, which 
they no longer uphold, for money. 


The military campaign of the United States and its allies killed 
tens of thousands of Iraqi soldiers and civilians. The war 
caused the deaths of tens of thousands more through disease 
and famine and through the instigation of domestic unrest. The 
country’s industrial works, transportation system, medical care 
system, and communications lie in ruins. The U.S. ruling class 
is very proud of what it has done. 


The alliance, headed by George Bush, exceeded any 
conceivable U.N. mandate and committed crimes against peace, 
war crimes, and crimes against humanity. To this day it 
continues to do so. The Bush administration also exceeded its 
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Congressional authorization which was based upon U.N. 
resolutions and did not go beyond them. 


Secondary U.S. aims should not be overlooked. One was to 
bolster the domestic political position of the Bush 
administration. Faced by grave economic difficulties for which 
Bush, and, indeed, no capitalist authority, has any answer, the 
masses were hoodwinked for a time by a "glorious" foreign 
adventure. The war also distracted world attention to some 
extent from the Palestinian intifada, a critical problem for 
Israel. 


The U.S. was extraordinarily successful in the attainment of 
its immediate military goals. In Korea and Vietnam the United 
States has twice before proven its capacity to devastate small, 
very poor and backward countries. This time it showed what it 
could do to a small, moderately developed country. However, 
in light of the oft-cited maxim of von Clausewitz that war is the 
continuation of politics with the addition of other means, it is 
no less remarkable that the United States gained no 
corresponding political success. Indeed, there never was any 
clear U.S. political strategy for a postwar political order. In 
that sense, it cannot be said that the United States won. 


The war failed to establish the conditions of peace, and, in 
that sense, it cannot be said that it is over. It increased the 
factors of instability, regionally and globally, rather than the 
factors of stability. It embroiled the United States more deeply 
than ever in the intractable social problems of the Middle East, 
problems with which, in some cases, it had not previously been 
entangled. As the postceasefire quarrels over the projected 
Middle East peace conference and the loan guarantees for Israel 
revealed, the U.S. relationship with Israel, hitherto the 
principal military agent of imperialism in the Middle East, has 
been deeply unsettled. 


That George Bush would thus gamble the existence of the 
imperialist world-system shows the extremity of its condition— 
and it is a gamble that is still entirely unresolved! 
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The overwhelming majority of the people of the Middle 
East are determined to put an end to imperialist control of their 
resources. Several Arab governments have allied themselves 
with the United States, but the masses oppose this posture and 
it cannot last for long. The revolutionary aspirations of the 
whole of the Arab world will prove to be the decisive factor in 
the new stage of struggle that has opened with Persian Gulf 
War. 


-February, 1992 


Tl. IMPERIALISM 


If there is any single idea that is the most basic to Marxism, it 
is that history has a direction. Progress is a result of the 
struggle of opposing forces, of new things coming into being 
and old things passing out. Human beings have no means to go 
forward without struggle against that which is backward and 
negative. In revolutionary thought it is the imperialist system of 
the advanced capitalist countries that is today the main enemy 
of the people of the world, the chief thing that blocks their 
development, the main force of backwardness against which the 
people must struggle for progress. 


Karl Marx found in his analysis of capitalism that its 
historical development is driven by contradictory forces. By the 
middle of the nineteenth century these contradictions had 
reached such intensity as to lead to an era of revolution in 
which the working class would overthrow capitalism. 


Modern bourgeois society with its relations of production, of 
exchange and property, a society that has conjured up such 
gigantic means of production and exchange, is like the sorcerer, 
who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world 
which he has called up by his spells... It is enough to mention 
the commercial crises that by their periodical return put on its 
trial, each time more threateningly, the existence of the entire 
bourgeois society... how does the bourgeoisie get over these 
crises? On the one hand by the enforced destruction of a mass 
of productive forces; on the other by the conquest of new 
markets and by the more thorough exploitation of old ones. 
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That is to say, by paving the way for more extensive and 
destructive crises, and by diminishing the means by which 
crises are prevented... But not only has the bourgeoisie forged 
the weapons that bring death to itself; it has also called into 
existence the men who are to wield those weapons--the modern 
working class--the proletarians.' 


It is ever the fashion of bourgeois ideologists to declare that 
Marx’s analysis is wrong, that capitalism has transcended its 
contradictions and is no longer subject to fundamental crises 
that bring depression and war. For the past few decades they 
have based their views upon the relatively lengthy period of 
capitalist stability that followed World War II. This period was 
founded, to a great extent, upon the need to restore the 
devastation wrought by the war upon Germany and Japan--the 
"enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces" on a scale 
never dreamt of by Marx and Engels! However, the backward 
tendencies of capitalism came once again to the fore when the 
productive forces of the U.S. economy stalled out in the early 
1970s; since then the economy has been in prolonged and ever 
increasing stagnation. Depression has been held at arm’s length 
by a vast and open-ended expansion of debt. By the 1990s the 
effectiveness of this recourse seems to have come to an end. 


The economists Harry Magdoff and Paul Sweezy cite 
Statistics that measure the underlying mechanisms of stagnation. 
They report that in 1950, goods production (agriculture, 
mining, construction, manufacturing, transportation, and public 
utilities) accounted for 79 percent of the gross national product 
(GNP) of the United States while financial firms (banks, 
finance companies, real estate, and insurance) generated the 
other 21 percent of economic activity. By 1985, however, 
goods production had fallen to 60 percent of the GNP and 


’ K. Marx and F, Engels, Selected Works, (New York: 
International Publishers, 1969), 40. The selection is from "Manifesto 
of the Communist Party,” §I. 
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financial activity had risen to 40 percent. That is to say, the 
financial sector, which distributes the profits gained from the 
exploitation of labor, doubled in size relative to the sector that 
produces the material goods that people actually use. 


Among the principal consequences is that the total public 
(governmental) and private (personal and corporate) debt, 
which was roughly one and one-half times the GNP in 1960, 
had risen to more than twice the GNP by 1985*! The service 
of this debt has become an enormous and unmanageable burden 
on the U.S. economy. 


The notorious financial adventures of the 1980s, the 
leveraged buyouts, the enormous growth in financial 
instruments, the plunder of the savings and loan (S&L) and the 
major commercial banks, are all rooted in the stagnation of 
capital. They constitute the rising frenzy of the struggle to 
capture profits from the surplus value generated by the 
exploitation of labor under the conditions of stagnation. 


The profound economic crisis of the 1990s makes it clear 
that the manageability of capitalist stagnation by financial 
manipulations is at an end. The falling profitability of capital is 
at the root of the explosion of homelessness; the local, state, 
and federal budget crises; the cuts of medical and educational 
services for the masses; the rise in unemployment; the soaring 
rates of petty crime and imprisonment. Meanwhile, imperialism 
is driven to ever more aggression abroad to compensate for the 
exhaustion of domestic profits. 


The assault upon Iraq is only another illustration of the 
essential nature of capitalism that Marx and Engels so 
brilliantly delineated a century and a half ago. To cite only one 
point, it was hoped by the bourgeoisie that the stimulus of the 
war would overcome the latest of the periodical commercial 


2 H. Magdoff and P. Sweezy, Stagnation and the Financial 
Explosion, (New York:Monthly Review Press, 1987) 23. 


* Tbid., 14-15. 
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crises. Even before the U.S. launched the attack ("enforced 
destruction" again) that destroyed Kuwait, U.S. contractors 
started to lick their chops over the lucrative business that would 
be theirs in its reconstruction! 


The Marxist theory of imperialism was developed early in this 
century by the Russian revolutionary, V.I. Lenin. He called 
imperialism the highest, meaning final, stage of capitalism. In 
this stage, capitalism has exhausted any progressive 
characteristics that it might have had in earlier times. It has 
become a world-system in which a few wealthy and industrially 
advanced countries dominate as many other countries as 
possible. Due to the nature of capitalism, the imperialist 
countries ruthlessly drain maximum profits from countries 
under their domination. 


This condition gives rise to the resistance of the people of 
the subject countries, and imperialism commits countless acts 
of aggression in order to maintain its rule. The invasion of 
Panama, the creation of the brutal Nicaraguan contras, the 
support of the South African apartheid regime, and the 
occupation of the Persian Gulf and the assault on Iraq, are but 
a few examples. 


Lenin laid bare the inner mechanism of imperialism. 
Writing in 1916, he showed that World War I was an 
imperialist war. The war was a consequence of economic 
developments within the advanced capitalist countries, of which 
there were then only four (Britain, France, Germany, and the 
United States). 


He summarized the economic factors in the imperialist stage 
of capitalism as follows: 


[Without forgetting the conditional and relative value of all 
definitions, which can never include all the concatenations of 
a phenomenon in its complete development, we must give a 
definition of imperialism which will include the following 
essential features: 
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(1) the concentration of production and capital has developed to 
such a high stage that it has created monopolies which play a 
decisive role in economic life; 

(2) the merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the 
creation, on the basis of this finance capital’ of a financial 
oligarchy; 

(3) the export of capital as distinguished from the export of 
commodities has acquired exceptional importance; 

(4) the formation of international monopolist capitalist 
associations which share the world among themselves; 

(5) the territorial division of the whole world among the biggest 
capitalist powers has been completed‘. 


Lenin showed that capitalism had developed into 
imperialism by the end of the nineteenth century. Capital had 
grown to fill the national markets of the industrial countries. It 
was then driven to seek investment and trade opportunities 
abroad in order to maintain its level of profitability. Britain and 
France had imperial territories all over the world. The United 
States was then allied with them. Industrial capitalism 
developed later in Germany than it did in Britain and France, 
but by 1906 these four powers had divided the entire world into 
their colonies and spheres of influence. The German share did 
not correspond with its economic power in the prewar period. 
In 1914, Britain, a country that Germany had already far 
surpassed economically, had a colonial empire more than ten 
times as extensive as that of Germany! 


Hence the division of the world did not fit the actual 
strength of the imperial powers, and they drove the entire 
world to war in order to redivide it: "what means other than 
war could there be under capitalism to overcome the disparity 
between the development of the productive forces and the 
accumulation of capital on the one side, and the division of 
colonies and spheres of influence for finance capital on the 
other?" 


“VI. Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, (New 
York: International Publishers, 1970), 89. 
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There have been great changes in the world since 1916. 
Yet, while the economic basis of imperialism has grown ever 
more crisis-ridden and contradictory, it has remained the same 
in essence. The international context of imperialism, its 
conditions, has been subject to many developments, however. 
A great upsurge of struggle has grown in the countries 
oppressed by imperialism. Dozens of countries threw off 
imperialism by means of socialist revolution. The level of 
rivalry among the imperialist countries themselves has 
fluctuated widely. 


As to the economic basis of imperialism, the hypertrophy of 
finance and speculation in the absence of a corresponding 
growth of social production, as noted above, testifies to the 
continued grip of the financial oligarchy. The export of capital 
and the consequent ruinous extraction of superprofits from the 
less developed countries, among which the Persian Gulf oil 
profits are unrivaled in magnitude, are more important than 
ever, given the ever-deepening stagnation of capitalism. All of 
these factors and more testify to the conceptual depth and 
present day significance of Lenin’s definition. 


In 1916 the principle contradiction of imperialism was that 
of inter-imperialist rivalry. Today the principal aspect of the 
decay of imperialism is the fight of the peoples of the 
developing countries to destroy it. The assault of the United 
States and its allies is aimed at Iraq’s drive to develop national 
sovereignty and to control its natural resources. 


The conflict between the advanced capitalist countries for a 
redivision of the world according to strength may well 
re-emerge from the Persian Gulf conflict, however. The United 
States maintains a military force far out of proportion to its 
economic strength relative to Europe and Japan. The US. 
aggression is meant to shore up a slipping economic position by 
military means, to put the United States in direct control of the 
most important energy resource in the world. More generally, 
the United States is to play the part of the gendarme of 
imperialism everywhere. Germany and Japan are expected to 
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put up a major part of the bankroll. That expectation won’t play 
for long. It is bound to feed the resurgence of imperialist 
rivalry. 

Indeed, signs of a new rivalry in the Gulf became evident 
at once. Since the beginning of the Kuwait crisis, Germany’s 
Chancellor Helmut Kohl pressed for both the repeal of a 
constitutional provision that prohibits the stationing of German 
troops abroad and for a role in United Nations "peacekeeping" 
missions. On Jan. 30, 1991, he said that "there can be no safe 
little corner in world politics for us Germans. We have to face 
up to our responsibility, whether we like it or not." Germany 
now also seeks a larger part in the support of Israel, at a time 
when the management of U.S.-Israeli differences of interest has 
become very difficult. 


In political developments since 1916, more than 40 percent 
of the people of the world live in countries that have had 
communist revolutions that threw off the domination of 
imperialism, another fundamental change in the conditions of 
imperialism. Everything in the world is full of internal 
contradictions, however, and there has even been a change 
within this change. The ravages of political opportunism in 
some countries have caused considerable difficulties for the 
peoples in the struggle for progress. Experience already shows 
that the petty-bourgeois “reformers” in these countries have no 
answers to the problems before them. The struggle against a 
return to the conditions of imperialist domination plays a 
critical part in political developments in these countries. 


The disgusting hypocrisy of the Soviet and Chinese 
authorities who backed the U.S. assault upon Iraq while they 
claimed to be “Leninists" has exposed, once again, the 
distinction between Marxism and opportunism. The bloodshed, 
suffering, and economic destruction imposed upon the people 
of Iraq may have been greatly lessened, even avoided, had the 
authorities of these two countries stuck to communist principles. 
For the masses, the difference between Marxism and 
opportunism is one of indispensable importance. Not since the 
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beginning of World War I has world communism been so 
dominated by opportunism as at present. 


The purpose of theory is to serve as a guide to action. The 
conditions of imperialism have changed since Lenin’s time. 
However, this has no bearing upon the basis of imperialism, its 
inward essentials. The merit of Lenin’s analysis is that it is 
objective and based upon science. One must study engineering 
to learn how to build machinery. Just so must one study the 
scientific theory of dialectical materialism to understand the 
processes of social development, which are revolutionary in 
character. 


The thing that Lenin stressed remains true: under 
imperialism, the issue of who owns what can never be resolved 
by means other than force. Imperialism means war. It always 
has and it always will, until it is destroyed and eliminated from 
history. The philosophers have interpreted reality, said Karl 
Marx, but the point is to change it. 


il, OIL 


The struggle between imperialism and the national sovereignty 
of the Persian Gulf countries revolves around the region’s oil 
resources. Control of these resources is essential to 
imperialism; politically and economically. Hence, there is a 
need for some factual exposition on the topic of oil. 


The Persian Gulf oil reserve is incomparably the most 
valuable, the most important, the most strategic mineral 
resource of any description in the world. Not since the 
sixteenth century when the Spanish learned of the fabulous 
mountain of gold and silver at Potosi in Bolivia has there been 
any mineral discovery of comparable importance, and never has 
there been one of such absolute value. 


There is at least 650 billion (650,000,000,000!) barrels 
proven reserves of the stuff distributed among the various 
countries of the Gulf. This is about 65 percent of the total 
world petroleum reserve. It is quite possible, even likely, that 
there is significantly more than that in the Gulf. Oil from the 
Gulf is predominantly low in sulphur and high in quality. It 
costs a few dollars a ton to recover, as against as much as one 
hundred dollars a ton in other parts of the world. Saudi Arabia, 
with about two hundred and fifty billion barrels of proven 
reserves, in normal times pumped about six million barrels per 
day. At that rate they can go on for about one hundred and 
twenty years. 


The wellhead price of oil varies; it has been as high as $50 
per barrel and as low as $12. If we assume, conservatively, an 
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average price over time of $20 per barrel, then the wellhead 
value of the entire six hundred and fifty billion barrel reserve 
is $13 trillion! Or, again, $13 million million market value as 
against the relatively minuscule total cost of recovery, at $.50 
a barrel, of about $325 billion. 


There is, of course, also the cost of the barbaric wars 
fought over this staggering treasure, but this cost is borne by 
the peoples of the region, and not by their imperialist enemies. 


Although the purchase cost of the oil from the several Gulf 
monarchies goes to the ruling families of those countries, it is 
paid in U.S. dollars. Most of it is banked in the United States. 
Estimates vary, but it is thought that the Saud family has at 
least $300 billion on deposit in the United States. 


Kuwait’s Sabah family is thought to have at least $140 
billion on deposit here. There are a number of other states 
including the Emirates and Qatar, which also invest in the 
United States. Total investment in the United States from 
Persian Gulf origins is probably on the order of $1 trillion. 
Perhaps it is significantly larger--public disclosure of foreign 
nationals’ capital holdings in the United States has been 
forbidden by law since 1983! The primary benefit of this wealth 
accrues, not to the countries of the Persian Gulf or the Middle 
East, but to the capitalist class of the United States and its allies 
among the ruling elites of the Gulf. 


Consider for instance the impact of Persian Gulf oil on the 
chronic trade shortfall of the United States. In 1989, for 
example, the United States ran up a $49 billion trade deficit 
with Japan: Japanese sellers accumulated that much in excess 
dollars on the U.S. market in comparison to the amount that 
U.S. sellers accumulated in yen on the Japanese market, at the 
prevailing rates of exchange. Ordinarily the accumulation of 
excess dollars would drive the dollar/yen exchange rate down 
and generate inflationary pressures on the dollar. Yet the 
United States has run whopping deficits for years without 
serious problems such as devaluation. Persian Gulf oil is 
essential to this magical walking on air trick. 
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In 1989, Japan purchased $16.9 billion in petroleum from 
the Gulf monarchies'--paid, as stated above, in U.S. dollars. 
That is, the Japanese gave one third of their dollar surplus to 
the Gulf aristocracies for oil, and the monarchs turned around 
and deposited these dollars, naturally enough, in U.S. banks. 
One third of the year’s U.S.-Japan trade surplus disappeared 
in payment for a single commodity! The costs of import of 
countless autos, computer chips, VCRs, etc., are effectively 
compensated for by shifting petrodollars from one account in a 
U.S. bank to another. 


The full significance of the Gulf petrodollars, by extension 
of the Japanese example, is in the aggregate of international 
trade. In 1989 the Gulf monarchies (Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the 
United Arab Emirates, and Qatar) collectively produced $34 
billion in oil for export to the Group of Seven industrialized 
countries (the United States, Japan, Germany, Britain, Italy, 
France, and Canada). Petrodollars, therefore, offset 26.3 
percent of the total 1989 U.S. trade deficit of $129 billion. 
(This includes $9.6 billion for oil that the United States 
imported from the Gulf monarchies, but this amount is also part 
of its trade deficit and must therefore be included.) For the 
four-year period 1986-1989 inclusive the same calculations give 
$116.8 billion in Gulf oil exports to the Group of Seven that 
balance 19.7 percent of a $591.7 billion trade deficit. The Gulf 
monarchies export to countries other than the Group of Seven, 
but these exports also favor the U.S. trade position since they 
are purchased in U.S. dollars. 


A significant share of the petrodollar wealth goes to Britain, 
which accounts for the part that Britain played in the war 
against Iraq. It was the only country other than the United 
States to actively press for war. Note also that petrodollars soak 
up the U.S. trade deficit regardless of who gets them. Further, 
Britain runs a chronic trade deficit with the United States, as 


' United States Central Intelligence Agency, International Energy 
Statistical Review, March 26, 1991, 6. 
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the continual decline of the pound against the dollar attests. 
Hence, the flow of petrodollars gives Britain an asset with 
which to offset its U.S. trade deficit, to the benefit of both 
countries. 


Much of the U.S. trade deficit also is balanced by profits 
from foreign capital investments, international currency 
speculative activity, and related activities, but the Persian Gulf 
arrangements are still of fundamental economic importance to 
the United States. Furthermore, its standing as the guarantor of 
Persian Gulf oil production is of basic strategic value in its 
political relations to Europe and Japan. 


The Persian Gulf status quo is great for the U.S. ruling 
class. It is not so great for the masses of the people, since it 
goes far to perpetuate the domination of society by imperialism. 
It is beneficial to the capitalists of the other advanced industrial 
countries since it greatly expands the effective size of the U.S. 
market for their goods. It is also bad for them in that it makes 
them dependent upon a rival power for an essential industrial 
commodity, hence, vulnerable to American control generally. 
Until now it has, on balance, been a positive deal for these 
ruling classes, but there is no guarantee that this balance will 
not change. This is particularly true for the bourgeoisie of 
Japan, which is highly dependent on Persian Gulf oil, and to 
that of Germany, which is not highly dependent upon oil from 
the Gulf now, but will be in about ten years when the North 
Sea oilfields run dry. 


Incidentally, many people complain that the United States 
has no energy conservation policy that might decrease its 
dependency on imported oil. Some have even raised it as an 
issue in response to Bush’s aggression in the Gulf. From the 
considerations above, however, it is to be seen that the United 
States has no interest in such a policy. The U.S. imperialists 
are hardly about to set an example of oil conservation when 
maximum oil consumption benefits them. Long-range concerns 
for ecology and conservation can go hang, energy policy along 
with them. 
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There is no evidence that the misappropriation of oil wealth 
goes to increase the productive capacity of the United States 
economy, however. U.S. industrial capital has stagnated while 
petrodollars have gone to counterbalance a huge growth of 
imports in consumer goods, and the United States economy as 
a whole has grown more and more constipated with a huge 
increase of debt. Hence the “benefits” of imperialism to the 
masses of the people of the United States have proven to be 
temporary. 

As well, the need to pay interest on the monarchical Arab 
accounts induced banks to undertake all kinds of unsound loans 
to developing countries in the fast-and-loose 1980s of Ronald 
Reagan. Many of these loans led to nothing more than billions 
of dollars lost to embezzlement by corrupt officials in the 
recipient countries. In any case, developing countries fell an 
aggregate of hundreds of billions of dollars into debt and the 
financial position of some of the largest commercial banks in 
the United States was undermined. 


It is by such means that the domestic contradictions of the 
developed capitalist countries are staved off. The bourgeois 
ideologists claim that capitalism has transcended its limitations. 
The sordid reality, however, is that through imperialism it has 
exported abroad much of the worst of its oppression of the 
masses. 


The real losers are the peoples of the Middle East. The 
immense natural wealth of the region is usurped by imperialism 
as the vast majority of the people continue to languish in dire 
poverty. It is this revolutionary contradiction which lies at the 
root of the many Middle East wars. The contradiction can only 
become sharper and more antagonistic as long as imperialism 
exists. It can be resolved only by the overthrow and destruction 
of imperialism. 








IV. BACKGROUND 


United States domination of the Persian Gulf is based on force. 
It maintains Israel as the principal military power of the Middle 
East for this reason. Moreover, Israel is a middle-range nuclear 
power. It possesses at least one hundred, and perhaps as many 
as two hundred, nuclear weapons. The United States turns a 
blind eye to the Israeli nuclear arsenal because it is the final 
guarantee of Israeli military superiority in the Middle East. 


Under the conditions of imperialism, one of the main 
avenues of the struggle for genuine independence is that for 
national sovereignty. National sovereignty, most importantly, 
at this point, that of Iraq and Iran, has been, and continues to 
be, the main theme of the opposition to U.S. domination in the 
Gulf. 


To a considerable extent the U.S.-Israeli alliance diverts the 
energies of the people living under the monarchical regimes 
from the struggle for more modern political systems which 
could more fully exercise national sovereignty against U.S. 
hegemony. U.S.-Israeli imperialism also presents different Arab 
countries with different problems, depending particularly on 
whether or not they possess significant oil reserves. Thus it 
causes a great many divisions among these countries. The most 
notable recent example is the division in the Arab world over 
the aggression against Iraq, which was actually supported by a 
number of Arab countries. 


The many acts of military aggression by Israel against the 
Arab countries are well known--the seizure of the Sinai, West 
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Bank, and Golan Heights territories in 1967, the 1981 bombing 
of the Osirak reactor in Iraq, the invasion of Lebanon, among 
others. These actions have served as a continual reminder to the 
Arabs that they could go only so far in their struggle to become 
the real masters of their own natural resources. 


It should be noted as well that the most advantageous period 
for the Arab governments in the control their oil resources 
followed immediately after the main Arab military success to 
date against Israel: Egypt’s recovery in 1973, by military 
means, of part of its Sinai Peninsula territory, which had been 
seized by Israel in 1967. Egypt was then allied with the Soviet 
Union. The use of the "oil weapon" by the Arab states and a 
new-found cohesion and effectiveness of OPEC were the direct 
outcomes of the Egyptian success, and OPEC’s oil revenues 
skyrocketed. 


(Conversely, OPEC virtually collapsed as a result of the 
war against Iraq, in which a number of its members allied 
themselves with imperialism against another of themselves. By 
February of 1992, world oil prices had fallen to $17 a barrel in 
spite of the OPEC benchmark price of $21, and OPEC found 
itself in a desperate fight to prevent the further collapse of 
prices'. A few OPEC countries made a deal with the devil, and 
the devil will, as always, have his due.) 


Over the years Israel has, for its part in the alliance with the 
United States, received massive economic and military support, 
and toleration of its suppression of the national rights of the 
Palestinian people. As a result tensions, in the Middle East 
have run high for decades. The unsettled situation with Israel 
and the United States was the basis of Soviet influence in the 
Middle East for thirty years. From the late 1950s until the late 
1980s the USSR was viewed as the superpower counterweight 
to the United States, and a number of Arab states looked to it 
for military and political backing. 


' "OPEC votes to reduce production", The Associated Press, 
February 16, 1992. 
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One monarchical state in particular has no indigenous 
history as a country. Kuwait was established in 1921 by Britain, 
following World War I and the breakup of Turkey’s Ottoman 
Empire. The main British interest at the time was to safeguard 
its access by sea to India, and Kuwait was created specifically 
to separate Iraq from the sea. Limited access to the Persian 
Gulf has been a liability of Iraq throughout the modern era. 
Hence, Iraq has always maintained its territorial claim to 
Kuwait, since Kuwait is nothing more than the artificial 
creation of imperialism, an embodiment of the denial of 
sovereignty and self-determination in the Middle East. 


One of the principal aims of U.S. policy has been, and still is, 
to ensure the existence of the backward feudal regimes of the 
Gulf, since this type of regime is the most compliant to U.S. 
control. At one time every country in the Persian Gulf was 
ruled by this type of regime. The most important changes since 
then have involved two countries, Iran and Iraq. 


In 1958, an army officers’ coup led by Colonel Abdul- 
Karim Kassem overthrew the Iraqi monarchy. The coup was a 
nationalist revolution in that it represented the outcome of years 
of struggle among the petty bourgeoisie, the young Iraqi 
working class, and the peasantry. By 1968, the government 
came to be based on the Iraqi branch of the Arab Ba’ath Party. 
Since the early 1970s, Saddam Hussein has headed the Ba’ath. 
One of the achievements of the Ba’ath regime was the full 
nationalization of oil production by 1972. 


In the mid-1950s the nationalist Iranian government of 
Premier Mohammed Mossadeq was overthrown by a CIA- 
organized coup. Mohammed Reza Pahlevi was installed as the 
Shah (King) of Iran. Iran is a predominantly non-Arabic, Farsi- 
speaking country. The Shah ruled for twenty-five years, during 
which he was always the reliable guardian of U.S. interests in 
the Gulf. As in the case of Israel, the Shah was kept heavily 
armed by the United States. 
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Iraq, with its uppity attitude about its oil, was a special 
target of the Shah. A Kurdish uprising in northern Iraq, led by 
Mustafa Barzani, was supported by Iran under the Shah, by 
Israel, and by the CIA. The uprising caused great loss of life 
on all sides, but collapsed in 1975 when the Shah withdrew his 


support. 


The price of peace for Iraq was agreement to a boundary 
settlement specified by Iran in the strategic Shatt-al-Arab 
waterway in the south between their two countries. The Shatt- 
al-Arab is particularly important to Iraq because it is its only 
outlet to the sea. The boundary had previously lain upon the 
Iranian bank, but was moved by the agreement to midchannel. 


The overthrow of the Shah by the Iranian revolution of 
1979 was a fundamental change in the Persian Gulf. The main 
U.S. military and political ally was removed. Iraq was no 
longer the only substantially independent country in the Gulf. 
However, short-range problems between the two countries 
immediately came to the fore, and they blundered into conflict. 
As the Middle East scholar Dilip Hiro put it: 


At one, level, the war that erupted in September of 1980 was 
an act of Iraqi retribution for Iran’s imposition of the 1975 
treaty... 

Iran’s support of the Kurdish insurgency points to another 
major factor in the history of hostile relations between these 
two nation states: namely, the interlocking of communities. 
Kurds make up about six percent of Iran’s population and about 
twenty percent of Iraq’s. Iraq has long claimed to represent the 
ethnically Arab population of southern Iran’s Khuzistan 
province. The most potent instance of this interlocking of 
communities emerged after the emergence of the Iranian 
revolution--the responsibility which the Islamic Republic 
assumed for the 55 percent of the Iraqi population which is 
Shi’i [an Islamic denomination]. At another level, then, the 
cause of this war was the Iranian revolution itself, for it 
introduced into this already tense equation a new and dynamic 
element, Islamic universalism versus Iraqi nationalism. Both 
regimes felt that the adversary was supporting their domestic 
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opponents, and both were drawn into the conflict as a result of 
their domestic divisions and unstable political bases’. 

Iraqi calculations of Iranian vulnerability in the wake of the 
revolution proved disastrously unfounded. The war dragged on 
for eight years and consumed a total of about a million lives. 
It was a tragic blunder for both countries, and a windfall for 
imperialism. The posture of the United States during this period 
was a masterpiece of two-faced (i.e., even-handed) 
malevolence. In June of 1984, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State 
Richard Murphy told the Congress that, "a victory by either 
side is neither militarily achievable nor _ strategically 
desirable*." The United States supported both sides in the war 
in order to damage both sides by the prolongation of the war. 
Even so, there was an official tilt toward Iraq. Behind its 
"even-handedness", Washington was determined that Iran would 
never prevail, since Tehran was hostile to the Gulf monarchies 
and aimed at their overthrow. Even this factor, however, did 
not prevent the Reagan administration from covertly providing 
arms to Iran in the notorious Iran-Contra scheme. 


When the war finally ended in 1988, it was on the basis of 
an unambiguous Iraqi military victory. While the war had been 
a disaster, Iraq nonetheless emerged as the most powerful 
country in the Persian Gulf. An excellent study of the war by 
Stephen C. Pelletiere, Douglas V. Johnson II, and Leif R. 
Rosenberger, three staff members of the Strategic Studies 
Institute of the United States Army War College was published 
in early 1990, before the outbreak of the crisis over Kuwait. 
The authors assessed the outcome of the earlier war in these 
words: 


After 8 years of combat, the end of the Iran-Iraq War came 
with astonishing suddenness. Commencing in April of 1988, 
Iraq unleashed a blitzkrieg that virtually wiped out Iran’s army. 


? Dilip Hiro, "Chronicle of the Gulf War." MERIP Reports, (July- 
September, 1984) 5. 


3 Christian Science Monitor, June 14, 1984. 
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Five major battles were fought between April and August 1988, 
and in each the Iranians were badly beaten. In the first battle, 
17-18 April, the Iraqis retook the Al Faw peninsula which they 
had lost to Iran in 1986. The second battle saw Iran surrender 
land around the pressure point of Basrah. The Iranians had 
seized this territory in 1987 after a desperate campaign that 
went on for over 3 weeks and cost them some 70,000 
casualties. The Iraqis took it back in 7 hours. One month later 
the Iraqis struck at Majnoon, the site of one of the Middle 
East’s largest undeveloped oil fields. The Iranians occupied this 
site in 1984, and threatened to pump it dry to exact reparations 
from Iraq for having started the war. Again the Iraqis retook it 
in a matter of hours. The fourth battle occurred in the vicinity 
of Dehloran and effectively removed any further threat to 
Baghdad. In the fifth and final battle the Iraqis drove some 40 
miles into Iran to Qasr-e Dherin/Kermanshah. Iraq’s military 
commanders apparently were prepared to penetrate farther, but 
were recalled by the civilian leadership. After the recall the war 
was essentially ended. Several minor engagements followed, 
but on July 8, 1988, Khomeini drank the "poison cup" of defeat 
and agreed to a truce... 

When it became clear that the Iraqis would win, theories 
emerged to explain this extraordinary turn of events. For 
example, it was suggested that they had relied on chemical 
weapons and, in so doing, had overcome their enemy. Another 
theory was that they had received help from the Soviets or the 
Egyptians. Examination of the evidence behind these claims 
reveals that it is, by and large, unconvincing... 

The authors’ conclusion is that the Iraqis are much better 
fighters than was formerly believed. They have matured over 
the course of 8 years of fighting with Iran. Although they are 
weak in some areas, they are a force to be reckoned with‘. 





U.S.-Iraq relations became cold and turbulent immediately 
after the war with Iran. In September, barely two months after 
the end of hostilities, Iraq was accuse by the United States 


“S. Pelletiere, D. Johnson and L. Rosenberger, Iraqi Power and 
U.S. Security in the Middle East; Strategic Studies Institute of the 
U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, 1990; 1, 4 and 5. 
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Congress and State Department of having used poison gas on 
its own Kurdish population. These accusations were widely 
accepted at face value, and a bill to impose economic sanctions 
upon Iraq was introduced in the U.S. Senate. Pelletiere, 
Johnson and Rosenberger refuse to uphold the charges, 
however. 


Having looked at all of the evidence that was available to us, 
we find it impossible to confirm the State Department’s claim 
that gas was used in this instance. To begin with there never 
were any victims produced. International relief organizations 
who examined the Kurds--in Turkey where they had gone for 
asylum--failed to discover any. Nor were any ever found inside 
Iraq. The claim rests solely on testimony of the Kurds who had 
crossed the border into Turkey, where they were interviewed 
by staffers of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 

We would have expected, in a matter as serious as this, that 
the Congress would have exercised some care. However, 
passage of the sanctions measure through Congress was 
unusually swift--at least in the Senate where a unanimous vote 
was secured within 24 hours. Further, the proposed sanctions 
were quite draconian... Fortunately for the future of U.S.-Iraqi 
ties, the sanctions measure failed to pass on a bureaucratic 
technicality (it was attached as a rider to a bill that died before 
adjournment). 

It appears that in seeking to punish Iraq, the Congress was 
influenced by another incident that occurred five months earlier 
in another Iraqi-Kurdish city, Halabjah. In March 1988, the 
Kurds at Halabjah were bombarded with chemical weapons, 
producing a great many deaths. Photographs of the Kurdish 
victims were widely disseminated in the international media. 
Iraq was blamed for the Halabjah attack, even though it was 
subsequently brought out that Iran too had used chemicals in 
this operation, and it seemed likely that the Iranian 
bombardment had actually killed the Kurds’. 


The authors only bear out news reports of the September 
1988 period that document the lack of independent 


5 Tbid., 52. 
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corroboration of the charges raised by Kurdish refugees®. The 
point is that the hullaballoo against Iraq never concerned itself 
with evidence or facts. 


The authors comment further that 


Iraq suspects the motives behind repeated attempts by the 
United States to interfere in its internal affairs... after seeming 
to support them throughout the war [with Iran], Washington 
flip-flopped practically overnight... The aforementioned 
economic sanctions proposal could be devastating to the 
Iraqis... Rather than accept this passively we believe they 
would try to hurt us where we are most vulnerable, in the Gulf. 
They would be likely to declare the area [militarily] off limits 
to us’. 


Lest Pelletiere, et al., be left vulnerable to charges that they 
are pro-Iraq, or to some other one of the mass of rightist 
clichés that pass for political discussion in the United States, 
part of their discussion of Iraq’s long-range military potential 
follows. 


The situation has recently become complicated by Iraq’s claim 
to have successfully tested an intermediate range missile. This 
has yet to be confirmed, but it appears from initial readouts that 
the Iraqis are not bluffing, and that they have made a 
significant advance. If true, this complicates the whole security 
picture in the Middle East. With effective IRBMs the Iraqis 
could erect a virtually impregnable wall around their country, 
behind which they could develop an atomic bomb... Were Iraq 
to become a nuclear power, Israel’s hegemony over the Middle 
East would be at an end®. 


® See for instance, Clyde Haberman, “Turkey Reports Kurdish 
Refugees Showed No Signs of Iraqi Gassing", New York Times, 
September 10, 1988; and several other stories of the same week. 


7 Pelletieri, Iragi Power, 56. 


* Ibid., 54. 
See also Facts on File, 1989, 964 G1: "Iraq Dec. 7 said it had 
launched a three-stage, 48-ton rocket capable of putting a satellite in 
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And, they should have added, that of the United States as 
well. Note that in the minds of these members of the bourgeois 
theoretical apparatus it is the likelihood of Iraqi progress in 
ballistic missile technology that is the immediate issue here, that 
nuclear weaponry, while of decisive importance, is a question 
of the future, and that Iraq’s technological course is 
acknowledged to have been taken in response to Israeli 
hegemony over the Middle East. 


Here is the authors’ estimation of the military strategy 
necessary for U.S. combat with Iraq. It is a highly accurate 
preview of the strategy that was actually employed: 


[W]e believe that Iraq’s military would be vulnerable to a well- 
integrated combined armed force able to seize the initiative and 
conduct battle on its own terms, avoid the killing zones, subject 
the counterattack formations to interdiction, use high quality 
electronic warfare, and be capable of bringing the air war 
directly to Iraqi cities, thus demonstrating the relative power of 
the enemy... Indeed the authors’ opinion is that wresting the 
initiative from the Iraqi army is the key to neutralizing its 
operations... The air battle could be won fairly quickly if 
adequate assets were on hand... In short, operations against the 
Iraqis would require high intensity conflict conducted by heavy 
ground forces with air superiority’. 


space, making it the first Arab nation with such a capacity... Initial 
press accounts suggested that Iraq may have exaggerated its 
accomplishment. But the U.S. State Department Dec. 8 said it 
understood ’that the Defense Intelligence Agency can confirm the 
launch of an Iraqi rocket capable of putting a satellite in orbit’... 
Western intelligence agencies--which had been monitoring Iraq’s 
efforts to build the two-stage Condor 2 intermediate-range ballistic 
missile along with Egypt and Argentina—were apparently shocked at 
the sudden technical advance demonstrated by Baghdad.” 


* Ibid., 40. 
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Further, they well understand the risk to the U.S. position 
of an Iraq-Israel war, the avoidance of which proved to be a 
cornerstone of U.S. strategy against Iraq: 


We do not see how the flow of oil to the West could be 
maintained, in the event of an Arab-Israeli war in which Iraq 
and Israel were the main protagonists. Both states are 
extraordinarily well armed and, barring an early resolution of 
the conflict--which we believe would be unlikely--the war 
probably would expand to outlying areas, including the Saudi 
Peninsula, where the major source of the West’s oil supply is 
found’®. 


It was not long before Iraq’s President Saddam Hussein of 
defiantly challenged the domination of the United States. On 
February 27, 1990 he spoke to a summit meeting of the Arab 
Cooperation Council, a body of representatives of Iraq, Yemen, 
and two of Washington’s, then, closest Arab allies: Egypt and 
Jordan. (See Appendix I for the full text.) 


Saddam Hussein spoke bluntly of the changing balance of 
the international forces and criticized the United States for its 
imperialist policy, but noted that, with the decline of Soviet 
influence, "the United States has emerged in a superior position 


in international politics'’." 


Rather than passively accept the changed situation, Saddam 
urged the Arab leaders to look for new alliances: "We believe 
that the world can... find a new balance in the global arena... 
can develop new forces, which we expect will be Europe or 
Japan... The United States will lose its power as the fierce 
competition... between the two superpowers and their allies 
recedes." 


'° Thid., 71. 


"' This and following quotations are taken from: Saddam Hussein, 
"Saddam Husayn on the Post-Cold War Middle East", Orbis, Winter, 
1991, 117-119. 
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He then turned to the very matter which had so disturbed 
the Army War College commentators, an effort to remove U.S. 
military forces from the Persian Gulf. 


But now, and against the background of the recent world 
developments and the cessation of hostilities between Iraq and 
Iran, and with Kuwait no longer being the target of Iranian 
aggression, the Arabian Gulf states, including Iraq, and even 
the entire Arabs would have liked the Americans to state their 
intention to withdraw their fleets... 

But U.S. officials are making such statements as if to show 
that their immediate and longer-term presence in Gulf waters 
and, maybe, on some of its territory, is not bound to a time 
frame... 

The other side is the immigration of Soviet Jews to the 
occupied Palestinian land. How can we explain the Americans’ 
support and backing for Jewish immigration to the occupied 
Arab territories, except that the United States does not want 
peace as it claims and declares. 


Saddam proposed a strategy of united Arab resistance in 
political, economic, and military terms. Note that many of 
Iraq’s grievances against Kuwait--overproduction of oil, border 
problems, etc.--were current at the time. Therefore his 
proposals amounted to a framework for the settlement of such 
problems, and a warning against the dangers that arise from the 
lack of such a framework. 


The region could witness inter-Arab wars or controlled wars 
between the Arabs and some of their neighbors, if tangible 
results are not achieved on the basis of the principles of 
noninterference in others’ internal affairs and nonuse of military 
force in inter-Arab relations. 

Agreement should be reached over clear and widespread 
pan-Arab cooperation programs among Arab countries in the 
economic, political, and educational fields, as well as other 
fields... 


Indeed the Kuwaiti provocations and the forceful Iraqi 
response of the following months added up to something in the 
nature of a “controlled war between the Arabs." 
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He finished by pointing out that the Arab countries could, 
on the basis of unity and sovereignty, divert the benefits of 
their natural resources from the best advantage of the Western 
powers to the best advantage of themselves, and that this would 
fundamentally change the world’s balance of power. 


Just as Israel controls interests to put pressure on the U.S. 
administration, hundreds of billions invested by Arabs in the 
United States and the West may be similarly deployed. Indeed, 
for instance, some of these investments may be diverted to the 
USSR and East European countries. It may prove even more 
profitable than investment in the West, which has grown 
saturated with its national resources. Such a course of action 
may yield inestimable benefits for the Arabs and their national 
causes. Our purported weakness does not lie in our ideological 
and hereditary characteristics. Contemporary experience has 
shown our nation to be distinguished and excellent, just as our 
nation’s history over the centuries has shown this to be the 
case. 

Our purported weakness lies in a lack of mutual trust 
among ourselves, our failure to concentrate on the components 
of our strength, and our failure to focus on our weaknesses 
with a view to righting them. Let our motto be: All of us are 
strong as long as we are united, and all of us are weak as long 
as we are divided. 


In sum, Saddam’s program was the unity of the Arab 
countries through the joint exercise of sovereignty. He proposed 
that they should remove the problems between themselves 
through their own efforts, find new allies, and take full control 
of their own natural resources in order to enjoy their full 
benefits, just as the rich countries of the West enjoy the full 
benefits of their own natural resources. That is to say, he 
proposed to the Arab heads of state that they unite to throw off 
imperialist hegemony. 


It goes without saying that this vitally important speech was 
never given significant public notice in the United States so that 
the masses could decide for themselves what they thought of it. 
But the Bush administration knew, and knew what it thought-- 
Saddam had really torn it now. 
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There is a really startling contrast between the quality of 
information available to the ruling class and its policymakers, 
and that available to the masses. 


The rulers have available to them, to use or not as it suits 
them, factual accuracy, inquiry, and logic; in a word, 
thoroughness of reasoning power. What the masses got from 
George Bush and the bourgeois media was just the opposite; 
hysteria over nuclear weapons that don’t exist, fragmentary 
information--as if the crisis began on August 2, 1991, unproven 
charges, cartoons of reality, a level of discussion that a person 
over twelve years of age would normally never accept. The 
contrast illustrates something very important about the way in 
which the ruling class rules; as Lenin said, there is formal 
equality in bourgeois democracy but inequality of means, in this 
case the means of knowledge. 


Masses of otherwise intelligent people came to accept 
George Bush’s inanities on the Gulf crisis which did not even 
correspond to their own real interests. This is by no means an 
ideal (Hegelian) problem of knowledge, rather it is a problem 
of material (Marxist) knowledge. It is a problem of political 
power, a problem of the isolation of the masses from power 
and the decision-making process, a problem of an ignorance 
that is based on the absence of experience, a problem that 
ultimately can only be resolved by means of class struggle. 


Within the antiwar movement, furthermore, there is a 
widespread failure to distinguish the conflict with imperialism 
faced by Iraq as a developing country from the struggle of the 
Iraqi people to resolve internal problems that are a legacy of 
the past. Iraq is a small country only a few decades removed 
from colonialism and feudalism. Indeed, feudal relations still 
exist to a considerable extent. It can only be the historical 
process within Iraqi society itself that can change these 
conditions. At present this process demands the regional defeat 
of imperialism so that Iraqi society will become free to develop 
on its own, internal, basis. To personalize these historical and 
internal problems in terms of Saddam Hussein, at a time when 
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there is an imperialist attack upon his country, is symptomatic 
of utter ideological confusion. 


Saddam may eat babies for breakfast; if so, this is bad, but 
it has nothing to do with the war, which is about oil, 
imperialism, and national sovereignty. To a considerable extent 
the antiwar movement acted, and still acts, as if it doesn’t know 
the difference. This sets basic limits on the movement’s ability 
to act. 


For instance, the effort to organize activity in support of the 
Iraqi people against U.S. aggression has been slow in coming. 
A Harvard Medical School team visited Iraq in May of 1991. 
They estimated that mortality among children under five in the 
first four months of the year exceeded that of the same period 
of the previous year by 55,000, with an excess by year-end of 
170,000’. The Bush administration continues to maintain 
economic sanctions in an attempt to force the ouster of Saddam 
Hussein, and thus continues to intensify the people’s suffering. 
These findings confirm conditions already known to the antiwar 
movement, but as of May of 1991 the movement had done 
almost nothing to demand an end to sanctions or to organize 
relief for the people. 


The tendency to swallow without examination large parts of 
the ruling class worldview is especially common among the 
petty-bourgeois (i.e., "middle class") sector of the movement. 
Within the working-class sector, especially among the 
oppressed peoples, it is much less common. 


"2 Patrick E. Tyler, “Health Crisis Said to Grip Iraq in Wake of 
War’s Destruction", New York Times, May 22, 1991, Al6. 
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During the period of February to June 1990 there was a marked 
increase in U.S. and British signs of tension with Iraq. There 
was a virtual media campaign in these two countries to cast Iraq 
in an aggressive light, but in no instance were the questions at 
issue presented in any full or objective way. Most notably, the 
reactive posture of Iraq in the face of Israeli military and 
nuclear capacities, and the history of Israeli aggression toward 
Iraq, were never brought out. 


There is also a history of Israeli intelligence activity within 
Iraq. According to Victor Orlovsky, who quit the Mossad, the 
Israeli intelligence agency, Iraq has long been a target of Israeli 
covert operations. In his book, By Way of Deception, Orlovsky 
asserts that the Mossad destroyed fuel elements which were 
destined for the Iraqi Osirak reactor during the fabrication 
process in France, that the Mossad assassinated Yahia El 
Meshad, an Egyptian physicist on the Osirak project, and that 
the Israeli jets, on the bombing mission that destroyed the 
reactor, were guided by a homing device inside the reactor 
building that had been placed there by a Frenchman recruited 
by the Mossad. (The Israeli authorities attempted to suppress 
publication of Orlovsky’s book, claiming that it endangered the 
lives of Mossad operatives, but they did not contest its 
accuracy.) Hence, there is reason to take Iraqi concerns with 
the following incident seriously. 


40 
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In March there was an uproar over the execution by Iraq of 
Farzad Bazoft, an Iranian-born journalist from Britain, on 
charges of spying. 


In August of 1989 hundreds of people had been killed in a 
huge explosion at a secret military installation at Al Hillah 
which specialized in military technology. In September, Bazoft 
arrived in Iraq from Britain. He visited the site in a hospital 
vehicle, in the company of a British nurse. He got past guards 
by claiming that he was a doctor and took pictures. 
Subsequently he was arrested and charged with spying for 
Israel. 


Bazoft was tried the following February and sentenced to 
hang. The nurse who had accompanied him was sentenced to 
fifteen years and an Iraqi codefendant to ten. Bazoft’s sentence 
was carried out March 15. There was an uproar in Britain; 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher called the execution an act 
of barbarism and recalled the British ambassador. On March 
16, however, a British tabloid disclosed that Bazoft was a felon 
who had been convicted of bank robbery in 1981. He had 
threatened to blow up a bank and stolen £475. Foreign 
Secretary Douglas Hurd told Parliament that, between 1987 and 
1989, Bazoft had offered himself to British police as an 
informer four times. Incredibly, some British officials tried to 
pass Bazoft’s past off as irrelevant, but others disagreed. 


Member of Parliament Rupert Allason said that, "It would 
be highly likely he would offer himself to the Israelis.” Another 
MP, Anthony Beaumont-Dark, speculated that Bazoft may have 
been employed by British intelligence. "Perhaps the biggest 
story of all is yet to be told," he said’. 


In Baghdad, tens of thousands of people marched to 
denounce the British campaign. Thousands of people 
surrounded the British embassy in Baghdad. Demonstrations in 
other parts of the country, including Basra in the south and 


' Craig R. Whimey, "Reporter Hanged in Iraq Had Once Robbed 
Bank", New York Times, March 17, 1990. 
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Mosul in the north, were independently reported. Arab 
newspapers in other Gulf countries criticized Britain and upheld 
the execution of Bazoft. On March 26 the Arab League 
condemned the British campaign. King Hussein of Jordan said 
of Britain’s actions that, "there has been a concentrated attack 
on Iraq for a long period of time without any reason to justify 
ic. 

Nonetheless, the Western media campaign of “outrage” over 
Bazoft continued at a high pitch for months with no further 
mention of his shady past. No serious reason to doubt the 
accuracy of the Iraqi charges against him was ever given. 


In April, Saddam Hussein spoke on the radio and rejected 
Western charges of Iraqi human rights violations. He said that 
these charges, and others that Iraq sought to acquire atomic 
weapons, were an attempt to justify further Israeli attacks upon 
Iraq and that if Israel attacked his country with nuclear 
weapons, he would destroy half of Israel with chemical 
weapons. 


A delegation of United States senators which included 
Robert Dole of Nebraska and Alan Simpson of Wyoming met 
with Saddam Hussein on April 12. They gave him a letter from 
George Bush which said that Iraq’s weapons programs provoke 
dangerous tensions throughout the Middle East. Saddam made 
an offer to the senators to scrap Iraq’s nonconventional 
weapons if Israel were, in return, to eliminate its chemical and 
nuclear weapons programs. There never was any Official 
response to this offer. The United States is not interested in the 
end of Israeli nuclear supremacy in the Middle East. 


At about the same time, Britain customs confiscated a 
number of large forged-steel tubes bound for Iraq. Similar 
tubing was confiscated in Greece also. The British authorities 
alleged that the tubes were meant to be the barrel of a giant 
cannon that Iraq had under development. The purported cannon 


2 Associated Press, "Thousands in Iraq Stage Anti-British Protest", 
New York Times, March 18, 1990. 
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would fire heavy projectiles for a distance of hundreds of miles 
and thus be able to reach Israeli territory. It was charged that 
the project followed the designs of Gerald Bull, an American 
long-range artillery expert who had been mysteriously murdered 
on March 22 in Brussels, and whose company, Space Research 
Corporation, had been an artillery supplier to Iraq. Space 
Research was disbanded in late April. Again there was a great 
to-do in the American and British media about the supergun. 
There was speculation that the Israelis had assassinated Bull. 


One of the truly odd things about the early-1990 media 
campaign against Iraq is that it did not feature the well-attested 
evidence of intermediate-range ballistic missile progress, so 
crucial in the minds of the very competent analysts of the Army 
War College. It is as if some elements of the ruling class knew 
that if they were to touch upon some matter that was too 
factual, too much to the point, the minds of the masses would 
be whetted to know more than they were meant to. 


Other hot topics of the time included charges that Iraq was 
trying to acquire krytrons, electronic devices that are part of the 
trigger mechanisms of atomic bombs, and that Iraq was looking 
for a site outside its own territory for long-range missile tests. 
So it went. 


The media ferment of the first half of 1990 was pure 
imperialist logic. The economically developed countries of the 
West and their allies are armed to the teeth, and they extract 
enormous profits from poor and vastly less well-armed 
countries. If one of the poor countries gets to a military level 
comparable to an ally of imperialism, if it becomes insistent 
upon its exercise of national sovereignty and its own defense, 
then this is presented as a huge problem. Ludicrous though it 
may be, this kind of thinking is very nearly all that the 
bourgeois media offer to the people. The effect in this case was 
to begin to condition the public response to what was to come. 


Any realistic view of Iraq’s condition would show the 
absurdity of the frame of aggressiveness that was drawn around 
it. It had just been through the eight-year ordeal of the war with 
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Iran, and the regime was not about to try the people’s patience 
with further military adventures. Despite its level of armaments 
it had very serious economic problems. Its foreign debt was in 
the range of tens of billions of dollars, and its creditors wanted 
their money. It had hundreds of thousands of young men under 
arms and had to solve the difficult problem of how to return 
them to civilian employment. Saddam’s bellicosity can be 
shown, in case after case, to be a response to what he 
perceived to be threats. 


Some of the actions of the Bush administration during this 
period seemed to depart from the general pattern of hostility to 
Iraq. Assistant Secretary of State John H. Kelly told the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee in June that sanctions against 
Iraq, an issue hanging around from 1988, would worsen the 
U.S. trade deficit and would be balanced by no positive effect 
on U.S. interests’. But the Bush administration was just laying 
low. Kelly did not state the most important reason to drop the 
sanctions bill: that there was no hard evidence of Iraqi use of 
poison gas against civilians. 

The Bush administration also sanctioned the export to Iraq 
of civilian goods having military applications--computers, 
machine tools, etc. The licensing of this kind of goods 
continued until a few days prior to the Iraqi seizure of Kuwait. 
It seemed to contradict the general atmosphere of hostility 
toward Iraq and the press directed considerable heat at career 
officials in the Commerce Department. A gross deception on 
the part of the Bush administration was later revealed, however. 


Commerce officials had raised objections to the exports. 
The objections were directly overruled by the administration 
through Deputy National Security Adviser Robert Gates 
(subsequently promoted to director of the CLA). A White House 
official said, "There’s a gag order from the White House that 
under no circumstances is anyone in Commerce allowed to talk 


3 New York Times, June 16, 1990. 
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to anyone from the press. The reason is so that a bunch of 
career bureaucrats can take the heat for the president’s 
policy*." In April of 1991 the White House ordered the 
dismissal of Dennis E. Kloske from the Commerce Department 
when he told the House Foreign Affairs Committee that the 
administration had disregarded his recommendation to halt this 
type of trade. 


The White House-imposed trade decisions and gag rule are 
unmistakable cases of the exercise of policy. There can be no 
doubt that the Bush administration knew what it was doing, and 
there is only one explanation: its aggressive intentions toward 
Iraq were already in place, and it wanted to disguise its 
Strategy. 


On July 17 Iraq’s strained relations with Kuwait over 
longstanding grievances took a sharp turn for the worse. 
Saddam Hussein said that since imperialists could no longer 
directly attack Iraq militarily, they were doing it economically. 


Crude oil prices were in the $10-18 range. Since OPEC’s 
use of the “oil weapon” in 1973, prices had declined relative to 
inflation to the point at which they were now comparable to 
pre-1973 levels. Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 
had been producing about 800,000 barrels per day in excess of 
their quotas as defined by OPEC. Saddam accused the two of 
doing it deliberately, in cahoots with the United States, in order 
to depress prices, and thereby, to bring hardship to Iraq. 
Saddam said that other states’ overproduction had robbed Iraq 
of $14 billion in oil earnings. 


He also accused Kuwait of border violations and of having 
stolen $2.4 billion from Iraq during the period of the war with 
Iran by taking more than its quota from the huge Rumaila 
oilfield which is shared by the two. 


‘| Murray Waas, “Arming Iraq", The Village Voice, March 19, 
1991. 
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A dispute over repayment of war debts owed to Kuwait by 
Iraq had also developed. Iraq owed Kuwait $15 billion from the 
war with Iran during which it had protected Kuwait from the 
hostility of the Islamic regime in Iran. In view of that 
relationship Iraq asked that the war debt be canceled, but 
Kuwait refused. Whatever the likelihood that Iraq would ever 
repay Kuwait, the existence of the debt had a strongly negative 
effect on Iraq’s relations with its creditors elsewhere in the 
world. 


Publicly, the United States continued to lay low. On July 18 
Reuter reported that unnamed U.S. officials in Washington said 
that it was unlikely that Iraq would mobilize its armed forces. 
One is quoted as saying, "I think we would have heard about 
it if there was [military] massing." 


On July 21 the official Iraqi news agency charged that, 
"The Kuwaiti rulers are paving the way for their main aim to 
call for foreign powers to intervene in the region as they did 
before." The reference to previous intervention is to the United 
States’ reflagging of Kuwaiti tankers during the Iran-Iraq war, 
an action which was consistent with Kuwait’s historical role as 
the tool of outside interests. 


The United States responded in a seemingly noncommittal 
way, saying that it remained committed to the self-defence of 
its friends in the Gulf. Kuwait had handed a note to the United 
Nations about the dispute with Iraq. Iraq’s reaction was to say 
that Kuwait was "implementing an imperialist scheme” in that 
the U.N. note circumvented Arab attempts to mediate the 
dispute’. 


There were already signs of a U.S. military response. The 
UAE at this time was engaged in joint maneuvers with U.S. 
warships and planes in the Gulf. An official of the UAE 
claimed that the maneuvers had been planned long in advance, 
were part of "routine technical training,” and were "unrelated 


> “Iraq Says Kuwait Wants Foreign Intervention in Row", Reuter, 
July 22, 1990. 
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to the crisis." U.S. Defense Department spokesman Pete 
Williams said, however, that the exercises had been carried out 
on short notice. Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz said of the 
exercises that "plotters are searching for pretexts and evidence 
to make the U.S. fleet an acceptable presence in the region®." 


Iraq’s pressure on Kuwait and the UAE got considerable 
approval from other oil-producing countries. Even Iran backed 
Iraq on this one. The Tehran Times said that Kuwait and the 
UAE had been "cheating" on their production quotas. It said 
that, “violations of quotas have pulled down oil prices 
substantially in recent months and indeed hurt OPEC and 
consequently all the members’.” It also said that, "punishment 
against quota violators seems a necessity." Keyhan International 
said, "The Iraqi government is voicing sentiments of all other 
member states... Kuwait and the UAE have made so many 
enemies through their past behavior that they should expect 
little or no sympathy from other producers in the upcoming 
ministerial session in Geneva®." A senior official of PEMEX, 
the Mexican state oil production agency, was quoted as saying 
that, "[Saddam] has become something of a folk hero among 
us” for his actions’. 


On the weekend of July 21-22, Iraqi armored forces of 
about 10,000 men were moved into position near the disputed 
area north of Kuwait. Even so, the expectations were that the 
quarrel could be settled by negotiation. President Hafez al- 
Assad of Syria, considered a strong personal rival of Saddam 
Hussein for inter-Arab leadership, was quoted by the Syrian 


6 "Emirates Denies Joint Gulf Maneuvers with U.S. Forces", 
Reuter, July 25, 1990. 


7 Quoted in "Iran Hails Iraq in Quota Tiff with Kuwait, UAE", 
Platt's Oilgram News, July 24, 1990. 


* Ibid. 


® Richard Johns, “Mexico Applauds Iraq’s Belligerence”, 
Financial Times (London), July 26, 1990. 
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news agency as telling a Kuwaiti envoy that, "there should be 
no escalation and (stressed) the necessity of solving Arab 
differences by talking'®." U.N. Secretary General Perez de 
Cuellar, when questioned by reporters as to the likelihood of 
Iraqi action against Kuwait and U.S. intervention as a result, 
replied that, "I think that both things are totally excluded... I 
understand that the Egyptians are working on it and I hope that 
everything will be quiet'’.” 





In Washington, State Department spokesperson Margaret 
Tutweiler gave a press briefing on July 24 in which she said: 
"We do not have any defense treaties with Kuwait, and there 
are no special defense or security commitments to Kuwait’”." 


It was against this background that OPEC met in Geneva, 
Switzerland on July 25 to set the price of oil. The OPEC 
benchmark price of $18 per barrel had been the same since 
1986. (The previous benchmark, $36 per barrel, set in 1981, 
had been undermined by years of a world production glut. 
Indeed, the glut had caused world oil prices to drop 30 percent 
in the first half of 1990 alone.) Iraq initially demanded a raise 
of price to $25 per barrel. Through negotiation with other 
OPEC members, primarily Saudi Arabia, the price was raised 
to $21. 


An Arab oil trader at the conference said that Saddam 
Hussein "has achieved for OPEC in a week what it failed to do 


'© Issam Hamza, “Assad Calls for Calm to End Kuwait-Iraq 
Row", Reuter Library Report, July 23, 1990. 


" Anthony Goodman, “Perez de Cuellar Sees No Likelihood of 
Iraqi Attack on Kuwait", Reuter Library Report, July 24, 1990. 


For a fuller factual picture of the Bush administration’s 
“neutrality” before August 2, see Murray Waas, "Who Lost Kuwait?’, 
The Village Voice, March 22, 1991. While Waas’ factual investigation 
is good, he gives no account of the part played in the crisis by 
imperialism and can explain the actions of the Bush administration 
only by means of an unsupported assertion of "incompetence." 
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for itself in five years'*." Saddam was fulfilling the title given 
him by the Western media, "the most dangerous man in the 
world." So he was--to imperialism. 


It was also on July 25 that April Glaspie, the U.S. ambassador 
to Iraq, had her notorious interview with Saddam Hussein, a 
transcript of which was later released by Iraq. He opened the 
interview with a message to President Bush. Despite the 
ostensible posture of the Bush administration, he was plainly 
suspicious of American actions and intentions. 


[W]e accepted the apology of the president, via his envoy, of 
the American president regarding Irangate, and we wiped the 
slate clean. And we shouldn’t unearth the past except when new 
events remind us that old mistakes were not just a matter of 
coincidence... 

It was clear to us that certain parties in the United States... 
began to contact Gulf states to make them fear Iraq, to 
persuade them not to give Iraq economic aid. And we have 
evidence of these activities... 

We clearly understand America’s statement that it wants an 
easy flow of oil... but we cannot understand the attempt to 
encourage some parties to harm Iraq’s interests. 


He bluntly warned Bush that Iraq would fight, despite the 
vast disparity of forces, if it came to that. 


You can come to Iraq with aircraft and missiles but do not push 
us to the point that we cease to care. And when we feel that 
you want to injure our pride and take away the Iraqis’ chance 
of a high standard of living, then we will cease to care and 
death will be the choice for us... 

We don’t want war because we know what war means... 


3 Rawi Abeidoh, "OPEC, Pushed by Iraq, Raises Oil Price", 
Reuter Business Report, July 27, 1990. 
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We know that the United States had nuclear weapons. But 
we are determined to live as proud men, or we all die'*. 


April Glaspie’s responses were given in accordance with 
instructions that she had received by cable from Secretary of 
State James A. Baker. She told Saddam that, “I clearly 
understand your message. We studied history at school. They 
taught us to say freedom or death. I think you know that we as 
a people have our experience with colonialist." And, elsewhere 
in the interview: “we have no opinion on the Arab-Arab 
conflicts, like your border disagreement with Kuwait'>." 


The Glaspie-Hussein interview was only the most publicized 
instance of the duplicitous pattern of unconcern by which the 
United States concealed its stand until it was ready to intervene. 


The New York Times later revealed that, at the very time of 
the interview, the administration knew that Iraq was prepared 
to send its forces into Kuwait: 


[T]he President’s Daily Brief, a CIA intelligence report given 
six mornings a week to President Bush and a handful of other 
top officials, accurately described Iraq’s war preparations... 
(T]he "national intelligence officer for warning" specifically 
"issued three separate official warnings of an invasion of 
Kuwait... one in early July, raising the prospect; one on July 
25 [emphasis added], placing its likelihood at greater than 50 
percent, and one virtually flat prediction, the day before the 
invasion occurred’®. 


In March of 1991, April Glaspie claimed in front of 


Congress that she had warned Hussein not to go into Kuwait 
and that the transcript as released by Iraq was incomplete. She 


’ From "The Glaspie Transcript: Saddam Meets the U.S. 
Ambassador," The Gulf War Reader, ed., Micah L. Sifry and 
Christopher Cerf, (New York: Random House, 1991) 122-133. 
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did not otherwise dispute the accuracy of what had been 
released. She offered the ridiculous excuse, which will not bear 
comparison to the transcript, that Saddam "[W]as stupid... [H]e 
did not believe our clear and repeated warnings that we would 
support our vital interests'’." Regardless of what Glaspie may 
have said to Saddam, there is no interpretation of what he told 
her and Bush, other than that he meant what he said, and if that 
is not clear enough, that he said what he meant: he did not trust 
U.S. assurances of noninvolvement and if the United States 
insisted on war then he would fight. 


No official transcript of Glaspie’s meeting with Congress 
was made. Therefore her statements have no standing. Nor did 
the State Department back her up in any substantive way. Once 
again Congress failed to dig into an instance of official 
skullduggery in the Persian Gulf. The system did not work. 


The crisis, of course, failed to abate after July 25. An Arab 
mini-summit to resolve it was scheduled for July 31 at Jidda in 
Saudi Arabia. The conference was to deal with the issues 
already mentioned, and with previous Iraqi demands of $10 
billion apiece from both Saudi Arabia and Kuwait to indemnify 
Iraq for economic losses in the war with Iran. There were press 
reports at the time that Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak 
revealed that he had been told by Saddam Hussein that Iraq 
would not invade Kuwait despite its troop mobilization. 


Information that exposes the full depth of U.S. complicity 
at that stage of the crisis has continued to surface. Kuwaiti 
documents that reveal Kuwait-United States intentions were 
found by the Iraqis and released. In February of 1991, as the 
war was in progress, King Hussein of Jordan gave his account 
of the late-July events as a participant, and in light of the 
Kuwaiti documents, to the journalist Michael Emery. King 
Hussein told Emery that he believed the documents to be 


'’ Thomas L. Friedman, "Envoy to Iraq, Faulted in Crisis, Says 
She Warned Hussein Sternly," New York Times, March 21, 1991. 
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authentic'®. It should be noted that King Hussein took an 
independent stance throughout the crisis. Jordan opposed the 
Iraqi seizure of Kuwait and supported U.N. resolutions that 
demanded the withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait, but 
refused to join the U.S.-British alliance. 


In November of 1989, Kuwait’s chief of security, General 
Fahd Ahmad al-Fahd visited CIA headquarters in the United 
States. In an account of his visit he wrote that 


We agreed with the American side that it was important to take 
advantage of the deteriorating economic situation in Iraq in 
order to put pressure on that country’s Government to delineate 
our countries’ common border. (The CIA said) that broad 
cooperation should be initiated between us... (and) coordinated 
at a high level’®. 


As to the impact that the Kuwaiti’s actions had on Saddam 
Hussein, King Hussein told Emery that, in a July 30 meeting 
in Baghdad, "I sensed an anger and so many manifestations of 
it that I hadn’t seen before... I got extremely worried." 


The King immediately flew to Kuwait. He told Emery that 
in a meeting there 


Foreign Minister Sheikh Sabah al-Ahmed al-Sabah, the Emir’s 
brother, began by making sarcastic remarks about Iraqi soldiers 
on the border. The Jordanians rebuked him, urging him to take 
the Iraqis seriously at the mini-summit scheduled for the next 
day. Then Sheikh Sabah shocked the Jordanian delegation by 
saying, "We are not going to respond to (Iraq)... if they don’t 
like it, let them occupy our territory... we are going to bring 
in the Americans.” 

At that moment Sheikh Sabah must have realized that he 
had let something slip because, according to one source, he 


'8 Michael Emery, "How the U.S. Avoided Peace," The Village 
Voice, March 5, 1991. This is also available from Open Magazine, 
PO Box 2726, Westfield, NJ 07091 ($3.00). 


'? This and the material quoted until the end of the chapter are 
taken from Emery’s March 5, 1991 Village Voice article. 
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quickly added, “Well, you know, what is embarrassing about 
this... what is embarrassing is the Israeli- American 
connection." 

King Hussein said that later in that same week, the Kuwaiti 
Crown Prince had called senior military officers together and 
told them their duty--in the event of an invasion --was to hold 
off the Iraqis for 24 hours. By then, the Crown Prince told 
them, "American and foreign forces would land and expel 
them." 


The Kuwaiti documents released by Iraq refer to 


preliminary agreements on the reparations demanded by Iraq. 
A letter from King Fahd of Saudi Arabia to the Emir of Kuwait 
in preparation for the July 31 meeting at Jidda states, 


"I would like to refer to the brotherly communications that took 
place with your excellency and President Saddam Hussein of 
Iraq and_what_you_agreed upon [emphasis added] regarding the 
meeting of his Excellency Sheikh Saad al-Abdullah al-Sabah [of 
Kuwait] and Mr. Izzat Ibraham [of Iraq]... I have full 
confidence in your judgement and wisdom in fulfilling all that 
we are looking for and what your Arab brothers are looking for 
in overcoming all of the obstacles... between the two brotherly 
countries." 


The Emir wrote a note by hand across the top of the letter, 


addressed to the Crown Prince, who would represent Kuwait at 
Jidda. ("Our concessions" refers to oil deposits in the Neutral 
Zone shared by Saudi Arabia and Kuwait.) It reads in part: 


The Saudis want to weaken us and exploit our concessions to 
the Iraqis, so that we will concede to them (the Saudis) in the 
future the divided (neutral) zone. The Iraqis want to 
compensate their war expenditures from our accounts. Neither 
this nor that should happen. This is also the opinion of our 
friends in Egypt, Washington and London. 

Be unwavering in your discussions. We_are stronger than 
they think.[emphasis added] Wishing you success. 


The critical July 31 meeting broke up in a matter of hours 


without success. Rather than $10 billion in reparations, Kuwait 
offered Iraq only $500 million. Iraqi Vice-president Izzat 
Ibrahim rejected the offer, reportedly in a rage. The conference 


ia. a 
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ended the next day without further discussion of Iraqi 
complaints, and, the day after that, Iraq seized Kuwait. 


Karl Marx said that the contradictory struggle of material forces 
is the real form of social development and that the process 
moves independent of the will of individuals. He called his 
philosophy historical materialism. 


It is necessary to look beneath the tempest of intrigue, 
avarice, stupidity, and outrage of the Persian Gulf upheaval of 
1990 to see the objective and material forces at work. The 
essence of the clash is the life-and-death contradiction of 
imperialism versus the sovereignty of Iraq, and indeed of the 
entire Middle East, over the control of oil resources. The 
consequences of this struggle will have effects of the most basic 
kind for every region of the world. 


Whatever the cataclysm that came to the Gulf in following 
months it remains true, in accordance with materialist 
dialectics, that imperialism, despite transitory appearances, is 
a dying thing, and that the tendency of the peoples to develop 
and to progress is inextinguishable. 








VI. CRISIS 





King Hussein: "What did you do?!" 


He had reached Saddam Hussein by telephone at 10 AM on 
August 2; all of Kuwait had been taken the night before by 
Iraqi troops. 


Saddam Hussein: "Well, as you heard." 
"Please, tell me, don’t stay there!" 


"Well, I will withdraw, it is a matter of days, perhaps 
weeks.” 


"No, don’t talk about weeks, only a matter of days." 


"Yes, but I have learned that the Ministers are meeting in 
Cairo and they want to condemn us... If they do I am afraid it 
will not help." 


So continues King Hussein’s account of events as related to 
Michael Emery’. 


King Hussein and a number of his aides then flew to 
Alexandria in Egypt to meet with Egyptian President Hosni 


' King Hussein also gave the story of his diplomatic efforts of the 
next few crucial days in a September, 1990 interview with Judith 
Miller of the New York Times. He mentioned the Kuwaiti remarks 
about calling in the United States and their "embarrassment" at the 
Israeli connection. He also told the Times that King Fahd of Saudi 
Arabia had told him, "It’s all Kuwait's fault. They would be this 
adamant. They’ve brought this about.” There was no official comment 
or response. See Judith Miller, "King Hussein on Kuwait and Dashed 
Hope,” by Judith Miller, New York Times, September 19, 1990, 1. 
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Mubarak. Mubarak and Hussein agreed to a number of steps 
intended to provide means for an Arab diplomatic solution to 
the crisis. Mubarak agreed to say nothing himself and to 
forestall condemnation of Iraq at the meeting of Arab foreign 
ministers then in progress until King Hussein had had a chance 
to go to Baghdad and talk to Saddam Hussein about 
withdrawal. 


George Bush called for Mubarak on the telephone during 
the meeting. Mubarak took the call privately. Then Bush spoke 
to King Hussein. He made two points with the King: he was 
concerned about Americans in Kuwait, and he wanted Iraq to 
withdraw. He did not say anything about sending U.S. forces 
to the Gulf, but told the King that he would give him forty- 
eight hours to secure a withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait. This 
proved to be George Bush’s sole commitment of any kind to a 
negotiated settlement of the crisis. 


The King told Bush that he would go to Baghdad at once 
and attempt to find a solution and that another Arab summit 
was scheduled for August 5 to deal with the crisis. 


On the morning of the next day, August 3, King Hussein 
met in Baghdad with Saddam Hussein, who was pleased to hear 
of the steps that the King and Mubarak had worked out. 
Saddam agreed with the King that (1) Iraqi troops would begin 
to withdraw from Kuwait as the meeting began on August 5, 
and (2) Saddam Hussein or his representative would attend the 
meeting. 


The King’s efforts to reach Mubarak with news of his 
meeting with Saddam Hussein were unavailing, however. Early 
that evening, back in Jordan, the King learned that his efforts 
had been rendered fruitless: the Arab foreign ministers’ meeting 
had condemned Iraq. The August 5 meeting was off and the 
possibility for an Arab solution was gone with it. Diplomats 
from several countries confirmed that it was Egypt that had led 
the condemnation effort. Mubarak had sabotaged the Arab 
peace attempt and had managed in the process to beat Bush’s 
forty-eight hour deadline. 
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Mubarak subsequently told the press that Saddam Hussein 
had lied when he told him that he did not intend to go into 
Kuwait. King Hussein told Emery, however, that Saddam 
Hussein told Mubarak of his intentions to hold back his troops 
in an attempt to gain Mubarak’s confidence, and had sworn 
Mubarak to silence. Instead Mubarak went public at once. He 
could only have encouraged the Kuwaiti intransigence at the 
disastrous meeting of July 31 at Jidda when he told them that 
Saddam was only bluffing. 


In the New York Times interview in September, King 
Hussein also told Judith Miller that British Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher had told him during a meeting in Britain that 
U.S. troops were "halfway to Saudi Arabia” before they were 
formally requested--a circumstance impossible to reconcile with 
the Bush administration’s aboveground posture, prior to August 
2, of non-involvement in the quarrel between Iraq and Kuwait. 


Some may object that the picture of events given here 
amounts to a conspiracy theory. It is indisputable, however, 
that the United States government does indeed involve itself in 
all kinds of schemes, plots, and cabals, and nowhere more 
commonly than in the Middle East. The Reagan administration 
stiffed off the exposure of the Iran-Contra affair for many 
months; its cover was only finally and decisively blown when 
two Iranian officials, Hussein Ali Montazeiri and Hashemi 
Rafsanjani, then the speaker of the Iranian parliament and now 
the president of Iran, revealed that Robert MacFarlane had 
visited Tehran in May of 1986 to set up the deal. Two-faced 
schemes are a normal component of imperialist foreign policy. 


The first offensive of the war was the ideological offensive of 
the U.S. ruling class against the masses of the people. 


In her meeting with Saddam Hussein April Glaspie told him 
that she had seen a TV program about Iraq and that "...what 
happened in that program was cheap and unjust... These are the 
methods that the Western media employs. I am pleased that you 
add your voice to the diplomats who stand up to the media... 
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If the American president had control of the media, his job 
would be much easier’.” 


Oh hypocrisy! 


Before August 2 the posture of the United States in the Gulf 
crisis was one of duplicity, a covert posture. Then it changed 
to a policy of overt befuddlement of the masses on the part of 
the Bush administration and the bourgeois media. 


In any really decisive matter the bourgeois media will 
always support the bourgeois state. Bush may not control the 
media as he controls the armed forces, but in the Gulf crisis it 
didn’t matter. The media themselves acted to an overwhelming 
degree as if that were the case: the major news magazines, the 
television networks, the newspapers, drummed up a cacophony 
of war fever. 


The demonization of Saddam Hussein reached a frenzy and 
racist incidents against Arab-Americans showed a drastic 
upsurge. In the period August 2, 1990 to January 16, even that 
pillar of the bourgeois press, the New York Times, suppressed 
coverage of the numerous Iraqi diplomatic proposals for a 
negotiated solution to the crisis. The media supinely accepted 
an unprecedented degree of military censorship. 


The fiction was spread that the media had lost the war in 
Southeast Asia by turning the public against it. Just the opposite 
was true. The bourgeois media had at first promoted the war in 
Vietnam just as slavishly as that in the Gulf. It was not until 
late 1968, after the masses had decisively swung against the 
war and the reality of the U.S. defeat had become undeniable, 
that the media began to report it with any degree of 
thoroughness and objectivity. 


The Bush administration claimed that it was open to 
diplomacy to resolve the crisis, whereas it avoided all 
diplomacy in order to impose its own solution by force. It 
claimed to uphold international law when it in fact trampled on 


? The Gulf War Reader, ed., Cerf and Sifry, 129. 
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international law. The United States claimed legitimacy for its 
policy through the United Nations whereas its actions grossly 
exceeded any conceivable U.N. mandate. Bush claimed to 
uphold principles when even in terms of bourgeois democracy 
his policy process was extraordinarily narrow and secretive, 
and his conduct of the war likewise exceeded his supposed 
Congressional mandate. The major media in the United States 
are controlled by a very few, very wealthy people; the media 
are one of the vital organs of the ruling class and without them 
Bush could never have put his war over on the people. 


The end of George Bush’s stand of "non-involvement” came 
with no explanation. On August 8 he said that, "In the early 
morning of August 2, without provocation or warning, Iraq 
invaded a peaceful Kuwait’." His own CIA briefings had 
repeatedly told him of the likelihood of Iraqi action, and King 
Hussein’s account makes clear that the United States was an 
integral part of Kuwaiti provocations. 


He said that, "we seek the immediate, unconditional, and 
complete withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from Kuwait." He 
announced economic sanctions against Iraq and that U.S. forces 
would be sent to Saudi Arabia. But his rationale was 
inconsistent with his stated aim of Iraqi withdrawal: "The 
mission of our troops is wholly defensive... They will not 
initiate hostilities but they will defend themselves, the Kingdom 
of Saudi Arabia, and other friends in the Persian Gulf." He did 
not explain how the powerful and ruthless forces of the Iraq 
that he depicted were to be induced to leave Kuwait by "wholly 
defensive” means. 


The deployment of U.S. troops was taken throughout the 
Middle East and the Islamic countries as an exposure of the 
weakness of the Saudi regime before the West. 


3 The Gulf War Reader, ed., Sifry and Cerf, 197-199. 
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On August 6 (Hiroshima Day), the United Nations Security 
Council, under U.S. and British pressure, imposed sanctions on 
Iraq. Iraq was even prevented from the import of food and 
medicine. Noam Chomsky comments that, 


"It was very likely that the sanctions would be effective. That 
was obvious by August. There were two good reasons for this. 
One is... the sanctions were absolutely unprecedented in their 
severity. The second is that the sanctions were for once 
supported by the countries that usually violate sanctions, 
namely the United States, Britain, France and their allies. The 
sanctions against Southern African racist states were very 
porous because the United States, Britain, France and their 
allies violated them. As a result the sanctions didn’t really hold. 
But in this case the usual sanctions-busters happened to be 
behind them. Therefore the sanctions were going to hold*." 


Another reason why the sanctions were sure to hold was 
shown in the Security Council vote itself: the Soviet Union and 
China had voted for them. In doing so they ignored the basic 
contradiction of the crisis, imperialism versus the national 
sovereignty of Iraq. Neither the Soviet nor the Chinese 
authorities have yet so much as mentioned imperialism in the 
Gulf--they are too busy sucking up to the United States for 
favors. They violated Marxist principles even as George Bush 
declared his devotion to abstract bourgeois principles and 
became his partners in hypocrisy. The opportunist sins of 
omission of the Soviet and Chinese authorities, their failure to 
uphold Marxist principles against imperialism, are a critically 
significant subtext in the crisis of the imperialist sins of 
commission. 


Throughout the Fall buildup, Bush and the media put forth 
the comparison of Saddam Hussein to Hitler. The absurdity of 
the comparison was overcome by the sheer hysterical volume 
of noise. Hitler was the leader of a defeated but very powerful 
imperialist state that launched a war against other imperial 


“Noam Chomsky, The New World Order, (Westfield, NJ: Open 
Magazine, 1991) 8. 
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powers--France, Britain and the United States—and against the 
Soviet Union--then a revolutionary country--to regain its losses 
from World War I. Saddam Hussein’s offense, on the other 
hand, was precisely that he had become the most important 
anti-imperialist figure in the world. The obscure kernel of truth 
in Bush’s mouthings is that it is indeed his job to stop Saddam, 
and any other anti-imperialist, while he still can be stopped. 


In the United States the people’s movement swiftly arose to 
meet the challenge. On October 20 there were rallies in cities 
across the United States, and in many other countries, to 
oppose Bush’s aggression. More than ten thousand people 
turned out in New York as did a comparable number in San 
Francisco. 


Unfortunately, a split developed in the movement because 
of sectarianism and ideological confusion. The main issue was 
the U.N. sanctions: one faction opposed them, and there was 


support for them in the other faction. The result was that there 
were two coalitions instead of one. Events by now have proven 
that it was correct to oppose the U.N. sanctions, which were no 
more than part of the United States war plan. Regrettably, 
during the entire crisis, the United Nations did nothing 
important that was not part of the United States war plan. 


Nonetheless, the two coalitions should not have split. If the 
two groupings had remained united, their efforts together would 
have been significantly more effective than the sum of their 
efforts separately. They should have reserved differences over 
the question of sanctions and taken no position as a body. The 
distinct constituent organizations could then have put forth their 
views separately and allowed the course of events to resolve the 
question, as indeed it did. 


Hence, the prosanctions, antiwar forces showed a weakness 
in grasping the nature of imperialism. It is also true that there 
was some degree of sectarianism and nonmaterialist thinking 
among the antisanctions forces. They countenanced a split 
before the developments warranted it. This is another area of 
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ideological weakness that must be overcome. Class struggle 
must be waged within the people’s movements, but not on the 
basis of sectarianism. 


It is important that criticism of political mistakes be 
accepted and not resisted. Mistakes must be acknowledged so 
that they can be overcome rather than repeated. Defense of 
political mistakes is one of the most characteristic and worst 
failings of petty-bourgeois ideology, with its emphasis on the 
ego of the individual. Ideological individualism of this sort 
develops from the economic individualism of the exploiter 
classes. 


The United States buildup went on apace; by early November 
the United States had 230,000 troops in Saudi Arabia. A 
particularly striking aspect of the buildup was its relationship to 
the new cooperative posture of the Soviet Union. The relaxation 
of tensions allowed the United States to shift many of its most 
powerful army divisions from Central Europe, where they had 
been stationed as part of the NATO forces, to Saudi Arabia. 
Most of the armored divisions engaged in Bush’s Operation 
Desert Shield had been previously stationed in Germany. By 
January of 1991 the United States had deployed six of its huge 
naval aircraft carrier task forces to the Persian Gulf theater. 
These are the United States Navy’s central strategic formations, 
and comprised the entirety of these forces that are assigned to 
active duty at any one time. 


Bush shopped a number of reasons around to justify his 
military buildup, looking for something that would attract 
popular support. First, he said that he had sent troops to Saudi 
Arabia to protect it from Iraq. As the buildup continued far past 
any level necessary for defense, Bush proclaimed himself the 
defender of the absolute right of any state, Kuwait in this case, 
to be free from outside aggression. 


The fact that 9 percent of the world’s proven oil reserves 
lies under this little chunk of sand was only incidental, it was 
really a matter of principle. There could be no reward for 
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aggression! This played oddly, coming from the man who had 
only the year before invaded Panama (the location of the 
Panama Canal, scheduled to come under full Panamanian 
sovereignty in ten years, incidentally), carted its president off 
to a U.S. jail, and installed a puppet regime run behind the 
scenes at every level by the United States military. 


Bush’s “principled” pose also implicitly raised the issue of 
linkage of the status of Kuwait to that of the Arab territories 
occupied by Israel. He supposedly based his stand on Kuwait 
upon U.N. resolutions, but for almost twenty-five years the 
United States has ignored U.N. resolutions on the status of the 
occupied territories calling for observance of the rights of the 
Palestinian people. 


Next, plagued by public skepticism, Bush raised the specter 
of the Iraqi bomb. Again he had a hard time with public 
opinion because in truth Iraq is five to ten years away from the 
capacity to produce an atomic bomb’. The ever-so-pertinent 


question of the Israeli nuclear arsenal of one hundred to two 
hundred existing weapons never came up for discussion. 


Bush went through this sorry parade of excuses because he 
was afraid to reveal his real motive to the people: he was bent 
on war because Iraq had become a threat to U.S. hegemony 
over the Persian Gulf. The diplomatic record exposes his 
undividedly aggressive intentions. 


A torrent of imperialist threats was directed against Iraq. On 
one level, Iraq responded with defiance. The annexation of 
Kuwait was announced on August 8 and it was later 
incorporated as the seventeenth province of Iraq, based on the 
historical claim of Iraq to the territory. Saddam repeatedly 
stated his determination to fight if war was forced on him. Iraq 
announced that foreign nationals in the country would not be 
allowed to leave for the duration of the crisis. This was playing 


5 See, for instance, David Albright and Mark Hibbs, “Iraq and the 
Bomb: Were They Even Close?” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
March, 1991. 
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rough with the lives of innocent people, but it was the United 
States that forced the crisis to such a level. 


On the other hand, there were repeated offers of terms for 
a negotiated settlement given by Iraq to the United States. That 
is to say, the Iraqi position was of the form: if you choose to 
fight then we will do thus-and-so, but if you choose to negotiate 
then we offer the following terms. All of the Iraqi offers were 
ignored by the Bush administration, as were numerous 
initiatives from other quarters. Just as the media in the United 
States played up the bellicose Iraqi reaction to U.S. threats, so 
also they played down the Iraqi offers of negotiations. 


Iraq’s first offer in early August was to negotiate a 
settlement that involved the linkage of the Gulf crisis and the 
status of Kuwait to the status of the Arab territories occupied 
by Israel. Bush, despite his "absolute dedication” to principles 
of sovereignty, couldn’t see the point and rejected any terms 
that involved linkage. 


The United States rejected linkage throughout as an 
impossible condition of settlement. Iraq consistently raised 
linkage on the question of the elimination of all weapons of 
mass destruction in the Middle East. They included the 
formidable Israeli nuclear arsenal and not just their own 
weaponry. To Washington this is impossible. The Iraqi 
proposal of linkage raised the view that the Palestinian people 
have national rights, and to Washington this is impossible. 
Linkage requires that all of the countries and peoples of the 
Middle East work to solve the problems of the region on an 
equal footing, and to imperialism this is impossible. To the 
people of the Middle East this kind of linkage is not only 
possible, it is the only possibility for their social advancement. 


Then, on August 23, Iraq dropped linkage and privately 
offered to settle on two main points: Iraq would withdraw from 
Kuwait in return for full control of the disputed Rumaila oil 
field, 95 percent of which lies in Iraq, and free access to the 
Persian Gulf, presumably through some type of Iraqi control of 
two uninhabited islands that had been given to Kuwait by 
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Britain in 1921 and that command sea access to Iraq. Sanctions 
would be lifted and foreigners would be allowed to leave Iraq. 


The Iraqi proposal was delivered to National Security 
Adviser Brent Scowcroft by a former high-ranking official of 
a previous administration. (Scowcroft, Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney, Secretary of State James Baker, and George Bush 
held a virtual monopoly on policy throughout the Gulf crisis, 
an extraordinarily narrow concentration of power even by 
bourgeois standards.) Only one New York area paper, 
Newsday, carried the story; the New York Times ignored it. The 
former official spoke to the press on condition that he not be 
identified. The Newsday article reads, in part: 


Ata luncheon with Scowcroft several days earlier, the national 
security adviser [Scowcroft] told the former official that the 
United States was “not blind" to negotiations and was "trying 
to do everything without taking the military option" according 
to a private summary of that meeting... 

A White House spokesman said he was aware that Iraq had 
been floating "some trial balloons" bur reaffirmed President 
George Bush's stated precondition that Iraq pull out of Kuwait, 
allow the restoration of its government and release all hostages 
before any negotiations begin. [emphasis added] 

Nevertheless, one administration official who specializes in 
Mideast affairs said, "The terms of the proposal are serious” 
and he described the package as “negotiable”. Of significance, 
he said, was the fact that Iraq made no mention in its proposal 
of a precondition that the United States pull its troops out of 
Saudi Arabia. The official also noted that the proposal follows 
[after] earlier ones that contained what he described as 
“impossible demands," such as linking a pullout from Kuwait 
with an Israeli withdrawal from the occupied West Bank and 
Gaza... 

According to a document outlining the proposal, Iraq would 
agree to withdraw from Kuwait and allow foreigners to leave 
the country. In return, UN economic sanctions would be lifted. 
Iraq would gain "guaranteed access" to the Persian Gulf 
through the Kuwaiti islands of Bubiyan and Warbah and gain 
full control of the Rumailah oil field that extends slightly into 
Kuwaiti territory from Iraq. 
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In addition, Iraq’s proposal includes offers to negotiate an 
oil agreement with the United States "satisfactory to both 
nations’ national security interests,” develop a joint plan “to 
alleviate Iraq’s economical and financial problems" and "jointly 
work on the stability of the Gulf." 

Iraq’s proposal to the White House originated from the 
foreign ministry in Baghdad “and higher-ups" - by inference 
President Saddam Hussein... 

Some State Department officials and others in the 
administration believe Hussein must be allowed to have at least 
a "fig leaf" if he is to pull out of Kuwait peacefully. They 
have, for example, privately discussed the possibility that he 
might gain access to the Gulf through the Kuwaiti islands as a 
face-saving gesture. 

Others, including some members of Congress, have 
publicly declared that the only guarantee to long-term peace lies 
in the destruction of Iraq’s army and military industry and the 
removal of Hussein himself*. 


For once, official reaction was swift. It was a reaction to 
the newspaper story, however, not to the actual proposal. The 
day after publication the White House released a statement that 
confirmed that it had received the proposal but said that, "there 
was nothing in this particular proposal that merited its pursuit." 
The White House did not deign to say how it had ascertained 
that the proposal had no merit when it had made no response 
to Iraq to see how serious it was; nor did Scowcroft, a little- 
known but immensely influential member of the "permanent 
government," explain how it was that the United States could 
simultaneously "do everything without taking the military 
option" and refuse even to look into this negotiating proposal. 


The terms that the United States offered were flatly 
impossible for Iraq, or any other country, to accept. Three 
weeks after Iraq’s offer to withdraw, Bush said, "Our quarrel 
is with Iraq’s dictator, and with his aggression. Iraq will not be 


§ Knut Royce, "Middle East Secret Offer: Iraq Sent Pullout Deal 
to U.S.," Newsday, August 29, 1990. 
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permitted to annex Kuwait... It’s just the way it’s going to 
be’." Noam Chomsky puts the case aptly: 


The United States instantly made clear that there would be no 
diplomacy. None. Here you have to be a little careful because 
there’s a lot of rhetoric from the President and the editorials 
saying, as Bush said the other day, "There have been 
extraordinary efforts at diplomacy, and since these failed we 
have nothing left but force." Editorial after editorial praises 
George Bush for “having gone the extra mile for peace," etc. 
But you have to remember that this is the post-Orwellian world. 
When people say "diplomacy", what they mean is "rejection of 
diplomacy". That is clear, explicit and unambiguous. The 
position of the United States from the beginning, unwavering, 
unambiguous, has been, to quote the President, "There will be 
no negotiations.” Period. It takes willful blindness to perceive 
that statement as going the last mile for diplomacy. There is 
something that has been called diplomacy; that is, delivery of 
an ultimatum that says: “Capitulate or die". That’s not 
diplomacy. That’s the rejection of diplomacy... It’s very 
important to notice that in the West virtually no one will break 
ranks on this issue... virtually no exceptions, to saying that 
these flat, outright, unambiguous rejections of diplomacy are 
“extraordinary efforts at peace, going the last mile for 
diplomacy"... That’s the culture that we live in. It’s worth 
trying to understand’. 


7 Transcript of president’s address to a joint session of Congress 
published in New York Times, September 12, 1990, A20. 


* Chomsky, New World Order, 9. Noam Chomsky has been a 
searching and courageous opponent of imperialist policy for a long 
time. Ideologically, however, he is a philosophical anarchist. 
Accordingly, he falls into an abstract and unhistorical view of the state 
(i.e., government in general.) In particular, philosophical anarchism 
is unable to analyze the war against Iraq because the Iraqi state is the 
principal representative of Iraqi sovereignty. Hence, in spite of his 
many contributions, Chomsky fails to see the revolutionary struggle 
against imperialism that is the essence of this war. 
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On July 25 Saddam Hussein had said to April Glaspie in the 
course of their famous interview, 


In 1974, I met with Idriss, the son of Mullah Mustafa Barzani 
[the insurgent Iraqi Kurdish leader supported by the Shah of 
Iran and the CIA]. He sat in the same seat as you are sitting 
now... When I sensed that Barzani had evil intention, I said to 
him: give my regards to your father and tell him... if we fight 
we shall win. Do you know why?... The root of the Iranian 
conflict is their claim of half of the Shatt-al-Arab waterway... 
if forced to choose between one half of the Shatt-al-Arab or the 
whole of Iraq, then we will give the Shatt-al-Arab away, to 
keep the whole of Iraq in the shape we wish it to be... we gave 
half of Shatt-al-Arab away [to the Shah]. And Barzani died and 
he was buried outside Iraq [in Virginia!] and he lost his war’. 


On September 10, 1991, Iran and Iraq announced that they 
would restore full diplomatic ties, which had been broken since 
the war between them began in 1980. About fifty thousand 
prisoners of war were release on both sides and all territory 
taken by Iraq from Iran in 1988 was returned. It was an 
extraordinary reconciliation on both sides and it showed that the 
two countries were capable of putting aside even gravely 
serious problems in the face of the threat posed by imperialism. 
Once again the Iraqi authorities proved by their deeds that they 
had not been deceived by the United States prior to August 2, 
nor had they miscalculated its intentions. 


There was some speculation that an Iran-Iraq-Syria-Libya 
alliance would emerge to oppose the United States. There is 
contradiction in everything, however; whereas Iran was willing 
to make common cause with Iraq, Syria was not. Syrian 
President Hafez al-Assad decided that the wind was blowing 
with the United States and participated instead in its alliance. 


Iraq’s struggle against U.S. imperialism met with immense 
popular support throughout the Middle East, and, indeed, the 


° The Gulf War Reader, ed., Sifry and Cerf, 127. 
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whole Islamic world. In the occupied territories there was 
overwhelming approval of the principle of linkage to the 
problems of the Palestinians. One shopkeeper in the West Bank 
territory was quoted as saying that “every honest man is with 
Saddam.” Iran and Iraq renewed diplomatic relations on 
September 10; an enormous rally of millions of people took 
place later that month in Tehran to oppose the United States. 
Huge anti-imperialist demonstrations took place during this 
period in a number of Islamic countries including Algeria and 
Bangla Desh. 


Among the supporters of the Iraqi proposals for linkage of 
problems was the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). 
While the PLO condemned Iraq’s seizure of Kuwait, it 
nonetheless recognized its relation the problem of the Israeli 
occupation of Arab lands. Its stand on linkage put the PLO at 
odds with its financial backers among the Gulf regimes, but 
reflected the overwhelming sentiments of the Palestinian people. 


On October 5 the Israeli authorities massacred twenty-one 
Palestinians at the site of two ancient mosques in Jerusalem, the 
Dome of the Rock and the Al-Aksa mosque. The story was 
given out, and loyally parroted by the major U.S. media, that 
Palestinians on the plateau on which the mosques stand had 
thrown rocks over a wall into a crowd of Jewish worshippers 
in the plaza of the Western Wall. The story went that the 
authorities had then "reacted" with force. 


A number of videotapes had been made by observers, 
however. The videos showed that the plaza below the Western 
Wall had been empty long before any stones were thrown, and 
that the massacre was inflicted long after the throwing of stones 
had ceased. The Israeli human rights organization B’Tselem 
also verified that the storming of the mosques did not occur 
until the throwing of stones had ended. 


It is most likely that the Israeli authorities took the occasion, 
and likely with forethought, to perpetrate an atrocity in order 
to further inflame the international crisis and to forestall any 
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diplomatic settlement. As for the United States, it was forced 
to vote for a U.N. resolution that condemned the crime. 


There were efforts from many quarters to moderate the 
crisis. Private efforts to offset the official U.S. climate of war 
were made by presidential candidate Jesse Jackson, former 
United States Attorney General Ramsey Clark, and boxing 
champion Muhammad Ali. They visited Baghdad to variously 
discuss terms for peaceful settlement, the release of foreign 
nationals in Iraq, and other questions. Edward Heath, a former 
British Prime Minister, visited Iraq in late October and 
negotiated for the exit of thirty-three British citizens from Iraq. 


In early November former Japanese Premier Yasuhiro 
Nakasone met with Saddam twice and obtained permission for 
74 Japanese nationals to leave. Former West German 
Chancellor Willy Brandt visited Baghdad at about the same 
time. At first Chancellor Helmut Kohl had opposed Brandt’s 
trip, but it became clear that his trip had support across the 
whole German political spectrum. Foreign Minister Hans- 
Dietrich Genscher had to swing around and publicly support 
Brandt’s trip prior to his departure. Brandt brought an airplane 
load of baby food and medicine that had been donated by the 
German Social Democratic Party. He obtained the release of 
177 people, among whom were Germans, Britons, Italians and 
Americans. Brandt received a hero’s welcome when he arrived 
back in Frankfurt on November 9. 


Finally, the government of Iraq allowed all foreigners who 
wished to leave to do so by on December 12. 


Bush wanted commitment of German and Japanese armed 
forces to the Gulf. It would have been the first overseas 
military involvement of either country since World War II, and 
the first involvement in actual hostilities--immensely significant 
matters. There was intense parliamentary wrangling over it in 
both countries. While both committed substantial sums in 
financial support, neither proved willing to commit its armed 
forces. The war was unpopular in both countries, and neither 
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the Japanese nor the German ruling class proved willing to 
submit its armed forces to combat under U.S. leadership. 


The battle for world opinion during the Fall had not gone 
well for Bush. By November he needed an international 
endorsement to hide the reality that the rush to war was 
exclusively the doing of the United States and Britain. The 
United Nations had provided quite a bit of cover already but 
had not authorized the use of force outright. On November 29, 
Bush was to get something resembling such authorization: 
Security Council Resolution 678, which speaks of "use of all 
necessary means”, presumably force, to secure the withdrawal 
of Iraqi troops from Kuwait. 


The significance of the choice of January 15, a holiday in 
the United States in honor of the birthday of Reverend Martin 
Luther King, Jr., was not lost on the African-American people. 
It was stated that, “to declare war on Dr. King’s birthday 
(January 15) is a war crime and an insult to the African 
American people and to the peaceful and democratic people of 
the world!" 


The way that Bush got his resolution is one of the most 
interesting facets of the whole story. Thomas L. Friedman of 
the New York Times reported that: 


From the start... Mr. Bush, Mr. Baker and the national security 
adviser, Brent Scowcroft, were convinced that Soviet backing 
was the linchpin to the whole process. Extensive interviews, 
mostly with American officials, made it clear that one 
breakthrough... [came] Nov. 8, in the library of President 
Gorbachev’s country home outside Moscow. .. . 

Mr. Gorbachev pressed Mr. Baker about whether the Bush 
administration fully understood that once it had United Nations 
authorization for force, it would have to use it if Iraq refused 
to back down. 

When Mr. Baker said that President Bush understood that 
perfectly, the Soviet leader then broached his idea of how to 
proceed. Officials said Mr. Gorbachev suggested there be two 
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resolutions. One would be passed in late November authorizing 
use of force, but it would have to be conditioned on a second 
resolution, approved only after diplomacy was given six weeks 
or so to work, actually giving the green light for war... . 
[T]he Bush Administration eventually incorporated Mr. 
Gorbachev’s two-resolution idea into one, two-tiered resolution, 
which authorizes force after a "pause of goodwill" until January 
15s 

While in Cairo, Mr. Baker met with China’s Foreign 
Minister Qian Qichen... Mr. Baker prefaced his question 
regarding China’s attitude toward a resolution by pointing out... 
that Beijing’s support for American diplomacy in the Persian 
Gulf would have a big impact on American attitudes toward 
China, still hostile since the Tiananmen Square massacre in 
June, 1989, officials said... 

[T]he President had scheduled a meeting with the 
Congressional leadership at the White House on Wednesday, 
Nov. 14. 

This proved to be another turning point. Congress was up 
in arms over the President’s decision to double the number of 
troops in Saudi Arabia and to give them an offensive option. 
Congressional leaders complained that America, once again, 
seemed to be "going it alone." 

Mr. Bush, Mr. Baker and Mr. Scowcroft essentially 
decided after this meeting . . . that they needed a Security 
Council resolution not only to keep the international coalition 
together but also to bring Congress along. . . . It was important 
for [Gorbachev] to know that the Chinese would not veto, 
because Mr. Gorbachev, for domestic reasons and for Soviet 
standing in the third world, did not want to be alone with the 
Americans, French and British while Beijing voted against. 

Mr. Baker, from Paris, called the Chinese Foreign Minister 
[Qian Qichen] in Beijing and told him that Mr. Bush would 
seek a resolution if he could be assured that the Chinese would 
not veto it, officials said; otherwise Washington would go it 
alone... Two days later... the Chinese called back and 
suggested that they were prepared to come to New York for a 
Council meeting. This was interpreted by Washington as a 
signal that they would not veto the resolution. 
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That set the stage for Resolution 678, which passed by a 
vote of 12 to 2 [Cuba and Yemen] with 1 abstention [China]!'. 


Hence the Soviet Union, with the compliance of China, 
rendered U.S. imperialism an immense service. The United 
Nations was prostituted to imperialism: the Security Council 
had, to all intents and purposes, authorized the use of force, 
and, for the first time in its history, the forces involved were 
not even formally under the U.N. flag or command. The 
United States did not have to go it alone, its Arab friends 
Mubarak, King Fahd, and others had the cover of the Security 
Council resolution, and even some of Bush’s domestic political 
problems got ironed out--all courtesy of Mr. Gorbachev, the 
self-proclaimed "follower of the path of Lenin." 


Bush’s stand all along was to say diplomacy when he meant 
no diplomacy. In his approach to Gorbachev, he was the usual 
consummate hypocrite; but then, it takes one to know one. 


On November 30, the very day after the Security Council 
vote, George Bush received Qian Qichen at the White House. 


"After you into the whorehouse, my dear Mikhail, Lenin’s 
disciple." 


"Oh no, my dear Qichen, follower of Mao--after you!" 
An exquisite two-step of betrayal and treachery! 


With his U.N. resolution in hand on November 30, Bush still 
felt some heat for his continual refusal to allow any part 
whatever for diplomacy. Therefore he offered to meet with 
Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz in Washington if Saddam 
Hussein would meet with Secretary Baker in Baghdad at any 
mutually convenient time between December 15 and January 
15. He explicitly said that the purpose of the meetings was not 
to negotiate but to present once again to Iraq the United States 


"Thomas L. Friedman, "How U.S. Won Support to Use Mideast 
Forces," New York Times, December 2, 1990, 1. 
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demands that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait with no preconditions 
or guarantees whatever. 


On December 8 Iraq responded, agreeing to send Aziz to 
Washington on December 18 and for Baker to meet with 
Saddam in Baghdad on January 12. Washington threw a fit. 
Baker said that, "We will not be a party to playing games that 
back us right up” to the deadline on January 15—even though 
the January 12 date was within the boundaries of Bush’s 
proposal! Scowcroft went on TV and claimed that the Iraqi 
response showed that they were not serious, even though 
Bush’s rejection of negotiations meant that there was nothing 
for the Iraqis to get serious about. 


In the last few months before the outbreak of hostilities 
U.S. policymakers began to speak of the "nightmare scenario." 
They were afraid that Saddam would withdraw from the bulk 
of Kuwait but retain the strategically placed islands of Bubiyan 
and Warba and the disputed portion of the Rumaila oil field. 
The nightmare was--acknowledgedly--that Iraq might escape 
from the crisis with its military forces intact! Hence the Iraqi 
terms that in August had not merited pursuit had by December 
become a nightmare. The true U.S. aim of the destruction of 
Iraq’s military was once again revealed in the nightmare 
scenario. 


Efforts continued to find a diplomatic solution, however. 
U.N. Secretary General Perez de Cuellar visited Baghdad on 
January 3 with a five-point package. The main points were that 
in response to an Iraqi withdrawal from Kuwait the coalition 
military forces would agree not to attack Iraq, and an 
international conference on the Middle East would be organized 
at the earliest opportunity. The substance of these terms is in 
doubt because, as mentioned above, the coalition forces were 
not under the command of the United Nations, and the earliest 
opportunity to convene a Middle East conference, given the 
official Israeli obstinacy over the status of the Palestinians, 
would most likely be never. 
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On the same day Iraq offered another proposal through the 
Non-Aligned Movement. It agreed to withdraw from Kuwait if 
the United States agreed not to attack its troops, if foreign 
troops were to leave the region, if there were agreement on the 
Palestine problem and if there were agreement to ban weapons 
of mass destruction from the Middle East. Tariq Aziz gave the 
proposal to Yugoslav Foreign Minister Budimir Loncar, who 
said that there was grounds for a negotiated settlement. 


Of course the United States wasn’t having any. 


James Baker and Tariq Aziz met in Geneva in early 
January. There were no negotiations. The war was on. 


A lot of things had fallen into place for George Bush. Some of 
them were to be expected: the support of the industrialized 
capitalist countries, the Congressional authorization for the use 
of armed force. Domestically there was only scattered 
resistance in the media to his absurdly contradictory posture. 
There were other things that he had had to pick up on the run, 
such as the support of Mubarak of Egypt. Such persons have 
been known to show sparks of independence from time to time, 
but luckily for Bush this wasn’t Mubarak’s turn. 


The real break for Bush was the subservience of the Soviet 
Union and China. He was able to complete his war preparations 
with a remarkable breadth of international support. The political 
preconditions allowed him to bring an_ extraordinary 
concentration of the forces of a military superpower to bear 
upon an antagonist having less than one percent of the overall 
U.S. industrial capacity. Opportunist deterioration in the world 
revolutionary movement did service to imperialism that it could 
never have done for itself. 


Vil. WAR 


On January 16, 1991 the United States initiated a bombing 
campaign against Iraq that sent thousands of bombing raids 
against that small country every day for forty-six days. It was 
the most intense aerial bombardment campaign in history. In 
the first five days it was about sixteen times as intense as the 
infamous U.S. Christmas bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong in 
1972. 


A total of 88,000 tons of munitions was dropped on Iraq. 
Around 7 percent of this ordnance consisted of the laser-guided 
so-called smart bombs. The rest was ordinary ballistic 
weaponry. 

The atomic bomb that destroyed Hiroshima was the 
explosive equivalent of 12,000 tons of TNT. Using that figure, 
some have calculated that the United States dropped the 
explosive equivalent of 7 Hiroshima A-bombs on Iraq. This 
calculation is drastically wrong-on the low side! If one-ton 
high explosive bombs are used, it does not require 12,000 of 
them to yield equivalent damage because smaller weapons 
distribute their explosive force more efficiently than larger 
ones. In engineering terms it is said that blast effects grow as 
the two-thirds power of the explosive yield. According to this 
calculation it requires only 520 one-ton bombs to equal the blast 
effects of the Hiroshima bomb. Hence at a rate of roughly 2000 
tons of bombs per day, the United States inflicted a rate of 
damage on Iraq of four Hiroshima bombs every day for forty-six 
days’! 


1 As a methodological reference, see Frank N. Hippel et. al., 
"Civilian Casualties and Counterforce Attacks," Scientific American, 
September, 1988. 
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If the United States is estimated to have an industrial 
capacity 100 times that of Iraq (actually it is more) then an 
attack of equivalent scale upon the United States would amount 
to some 400 Hiroshima bombs daily for a total over 46 days of 
18,400 A-bombs. 


It may be objected that this estimate rests on an 
approximation that does not take the variety of weapons used 
on Iraq into account. However if one considers the extent of 
specialized weapons used for specialized purposes--guided 
bombs, antipersonnel cluster bombs, penetration bombs of the 
type that destroyed the air raid shelter in Baghdad, fuel-air 
explosives, and so on--it becomes apparent that an equivalent 
tonnage method is bound to give, if anything, an 
underestimation of damage. 


Here is an eyewitness account of what it was like to live 
through the bombing: 


One man of Palestinian background said, "What happened in 
1948 [the expulsion of large numbers of Palestinians when the 
Israeli state was created], I will not let it happen again. I will 
not leave. We used to sit and watch the clock between 7-8 PM, 
waiting for the bombing to start. My daughter Lulu would say, 
"Bush is coming.” She came to the point where now she sits in 
my lap and my wife’s lap constantly. Tens of planes would go 
by, cruise missiles the first night. Everyone went outside to see 
what was happening. That one night was the equivalent of a 
lifetime. I live by Muthana airport [in Baghdad]. My house was 
shaking continuously. I have 11 people in my house during the 
bombing. Everyone was crying and screaming huddled around 
Mother. Now my daughter she is wetting the bed. All the 
children say Bush is coming. Not America, Bush?." 


At first there was considerable expectation in U.S. ruling 
circles that Iraqi resistance would collapse in a matter of days 
before the savage intensity of the air assault. The expectation 


? International War Crimes Tribunal, Report of the Commission 
of Inquiry, May, 1991, 9-10. The Tribunal is located at 36 E. 12th 
Street, New York, NY 10003. 
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proved wrong; the people of Iraq were not cowed by the 
greatest military power on earth. They fought on. 


The legality of the air attack upon Iraq and Kuwait supposedly 
rests on the U.N. Security Council Resolution 678 of 
November 29, 1990. The crucial paragraphs follow. 


The Security Council,. . . 

1. Demands that Iraq comply fully with Resolution 660 
(1990) and all subsequent relevant resolutions, and decides, 
while maintaining all its decisions, to allow Iraq one final 
opportunity, as a pause of goodwill, to do so; 

2. Authorizes Member States co-operating with the 
Government of Kuwait, unless Iraq on or before 15 January 
1991 fully implements, as set forth in paragraph 1 above, the 
foregoing resolutions, to use all necessary means to uphold and 
implement resolution 660 (1990) [emphasis added] and all 
subsequent relevant resolutions to restore peace and security in 
the area; 


Resolution 660 referred to above contains the words "[the 
Security Council] Demands that Iraq withdraw immediately and 
unconditionally all its forces to the positions in which they were 
located on 1 August 1990." 


Just as the United States used the term diplomacy to mean no 
diplomacy, it is to be seen that in its resolutions the United 
Nations was so prostituted that the words international law 
came to mean no international law. 


The U.N. did not authorize itself to do anything; it 
authorized member states to do whatever they wanted. Whereas 
the United States was placed under no obligation whatever to 
include negotiations under the meaning of the phrase all 
necessary means, it was supposedly authorized to undertake the 
most savage bombing campaign in history. In utter subversion 
of the Charter of the United Nations, Resolution 678 turned the 
United Nations into an instrument for the avoidance of 
negotiations and the authorization of force to settle international 
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problems. The notorious Resolution 678 depended on 
Resolution 660 and others. These speak of the territory of 
Kuwait, but the United States and its allies carried out bombing 
throughout the extent of Iraq, and in the ground campaign 
invaded Iraq with sixty thousand troops and thousands of tanks. 


The stooges who allowed Uncle Sam and John Bull to paint 
the face of the U.N. and send it out to walk the streets in 
search of trade were the supposedly "Marxist" authorities of the 
Soviet Union and China. 


Neither did the Congress ever declare war on Iraq. It passed 
a resolution on January 12 to authorize the use of force under 
the War Powers Resolution and in accordance with U.N. 
Resolution 678. Hence the Congress, after having had to fight 
for its right to its constitutional powers, had its resolution 
violated as well. So much for the constitutional theory of 
checks and balances. 


Throughout the period marches and rallies took place in 
Washington, San Francisco, New York, and other cities in the 
United States. Hundreds of thousands of people came out to 
protest the war in late January. Weekly community discussions 
and teach-ins modeled on those of the 1960s took place 
everywhere. 


Opposition was particularly strong among African- 
Americans. The racist oppression of black people in the United 
States is a flagrant domestic expression of imperialism. Hence 
there is an unusually strong level of opposition to imperialism 
among them. The contradiction between the huge military 
expenditures to maintain U.S. hegemony over other people’s 
oil, and the conditions of unemployment, poor education, police 
brutality, neglect of epidemics such as AIDS and homelessness, 
was strongly noted by the black masses. A rap music album 
title summed up the sentiments of a great many African- 
Americans: Die for Oil, Sucker. 
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The splits and the ideological weaknesses of the movement 
also showed themselves, however. One of the antiwar coalitions 
largely supported economic sanctions against Iraq. That this 
was a serious mistake can be seen in the reaction of the White 
House. Bush told a group of religious broadcasters on January 
28 (two days after the second of the two principal marches) that 
he felt "no bitterness" against the marchers. The same day, 
administration spokesman Marlin Fitzwater said that the 
marches were "entirely appropriate’." The White House 
reaction showed two aspects: on the one hand, popular 
Opposition was so strong that the administration did not want to 
confront it directly; but, on the other hand, the movement was 
subject to enough political confusion that the White House did 
not need to confront it directly. 


Some members of Congress even criticized the conduct of 
the war. Representative Lee Hamilton (D., Ind.), chairman of 
the House subcommittee responsible for the Middle East, said 
that, “our goals are expanding to include surrender of Iraq and 
the destruction of its military." The only inaccuracy here is that 
these had been Bush’s goals all along. Senator Bob Kerrey (D., 
Neb.) criticized the military policy for giving no estimates of 
civilian casualties. He said that, “the American people need to 
feel that price... and know that force is being applied in a 
major way." 

Meanwhile a hysterical patriotism was whipped up. Flag 
and yellow-ribbon manufacturers made a fortune. Racist attacks 
on Arab-Americans continued to occur. Half a dozen smart- 
bomb videos were repeated ad nauseum by the TV networks, 
giving a Nintendo-game effect to the process of mass 
destruction. 


The Star Ledger, which is distributed throughout New 
Jersey and is the fifteenth-largest newspaper in the United 
States, provides a good example of manipulative coverage of 
domestic responses to the war. The Ledger gave minimal 


3. Facts on File, 1991, p. 62C1. 
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inside-pages coverage to the huge antiwar marches, while the 
atmosphere of imperialism turned ever more foul and 
poisonous. 


It was enough to drive perfectly normal people into the 
streets screaming madly and in some cases that is exactly what 
happened: when two hundred pro-war types showed up 
somewhere waving five hundred flags, the Star Ledger was 
there to get a close-up photo for page one. The billionaire 
Newhouse family which owns the Star Ledger possesses one of 
the largest private fortunes in the world. No point in risking 
power and money like that over little things like truth and 
justice. 


Elsewhere in the world there was massive support for the 
people of Iraq in their battle with imperialism. On January 19, 
the same day as a huge antiwar march in Washington, tens of 
thousands of people marched against the war in the Australian 
cities of Adelaide and New South Wales; five thousand 
demonstrated outside the United States consulate in Perth. The 
Australian Parliament met on January 21 to consider a 
resolution to send warships to the Gulf. The session was 
disrupted by antiwar protesters who jeered at Prime Minister 
Bob Hawke and threw paper airplanes at legislators. The 
following week two hundred thousand people in Bonn, 
Germany, came out to oppose the war, the same day as the 
second huge march against the war took place in Washington. 


Resistance to the war took different forms. Twenty-three 
thousand German soldiers and reservists had applied for 
conscientious objector status by the end of January. In a 
February commemoration of the 1945 allied firebombing of 
Dresden, some of the survivors compared that attack to attacks 
upon Baghdad. 


Highly significant criticism of the United States came from 
Mexico, a pre-war supporter of Iraqi efforts to enforce OPEC 
production quotas and to raise prices (see chapter V). A 
statement from the Institutional Revolutionary Party said, "the 
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Mexican government should promote... policies aimed at 
resolving the conflict with justice and through negotiations and 
keep us on the sidelines of the war for control over oil*." The 
Democratic Revolutionary Party called for the suspension of oil 
sales to all countries fighting Iraq; much of the Mexican press 
accused the United States of putting oil interests ahead of 
peace. 


Even Chile, the location, in 1973, of a ClA-organized 
military coup against the legally elected Marxist government of 
Salvador Allende, refused to sell arms to Saudi Arabia and the 
UAE during the war. Normally such uppitiness from Mexico or 
Chile would call forth a storm of jingoism in the United States, 
but under the circumstances the bourgeois media kept the news 
quiet. 


Marxism holds that everything is full of contradictions and 
this proved true of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
The CPSU was the party of Lenin and Stalin before it became 
the party of Khrushchev and Gorbachev, and some of the 
Marxist tradition resurfaced. On February 8, Pravda, the 
Communist Party newspaper, said, in criticism of the 
Gorbachev/Shevardnadze accommodations to imperialism, that 
the United States ambition was to “secure the right of a 
permanent military presence in the main oil-extracting region 
of the world... to obtain an effective lever of pressure against 
competitive centers of economic power--Japan and Western 
Europe.” A few days later the Leningrad newspaper 
Sovietskaya Rossiya said that Soviet support for the United 
States against Iraq had "effectively ended the U.S.S.R.’s 
existence as a superpower," and that it had alienated Arab allies 
to the advantage of "the American-Israeli colony... Each drop 
of Arab blood turned into dollars for U.S. investors... It was 
the bliss of vampires>.” 


‘ Facts on File, 1991, 76F1. 
> Facts on File, 1991, 91F1-91A2. 
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Iraq’s resistance to imperialism led to a vast upsurge of 
support throughout the Islamic world. Despite the presence of 
Pakistani troops in the Gulf, a poll by Gallup Pakistan reported 
overwhelming support for Saddam Hussein. Twenty thousand 
demonstrators marched on the United States and French 
embassies in Mauritania. The government of Morocco, despite 
having sent troops to the Gulf, was forced by popular opinion 
to support a one-day strike in protest of the war. A Tunisian 
official told the New York Times on January 23 that, "if the 
people are with Saddam, it is because he is challenging the 
Western world. He is a symbol of pride." 


Feelings against the United States ran particularly high in 
Jordan, which suffered from continuing air attacks on its truck 
and bus traffic with Iraq. In February King Hussein condemned 
the "savage and large-scale war against brotherly Iraq... This 
is a war against all Arabs and Moslems... [aimed at] the 
destruction of all Iraq, its heroic army, its steadfast people 
[who] defend us all and raise the banner that says God is 
great®." 

With matchless sense of occasion, the U.S. State 
Department replied a day later that it was reviewing all military 
and economic assistance to Jordan. This is typical imperialist 
logic--"if you don’t like our lawless behavior, bombing and 
strafing and killing your people, violating your sovereignty, 
we'll cut off your money.” 


Later in February student protests broke out in Cairo against 
Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak. A student was killed by 
security police as thousands of protestors chanted that Mubarak 
was a “double agent for America--he sold Egypt for money." 
At about the same time, Indian Prime Minister Chandra 
Shekhar was forced by the popular struggle against the war to 
suspend refueling privileges for U.S. transport aircraft bound 
for the Gulf. 


® Facts on File, 1991, 92B3. 
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Despite U.S. claims that the bombing campaign was directed 
against military and industrial targets only, there were vast 
numbers of civilian casualties. Pilots who raided Baghdad said 
it was lit up like a Christmas tree, and said that the bombing 
pattern looked just like the training films that they had seen of 
World War II area bombing raids. The infamous phrase 
collateral damage, meaning civilian casualties, was coined to 
sanitize the reality of the air attack. The principal aim of the 
all-pervasive military censorship was to minimize disclosure of 
the suffering inflicted on the people of Iraq. News came out 
any way. 

There were numerous bombing atrocities. Early in 
February, reporters were taken to Nasiriya in the south. A 
bridge had been bombed in the middle of the afternoon the day 
before. Authorities said that forty-seven people had been killed 
and that there had been a total of one hundred and fifty civilian 
deaths throughout the town. 


The most notorious instance was the destruction of a civilian 
air raid shelter in the Amiriya district of Baghdad on February 
13 by a penetration bomb which caused hundreds of deaths. 
The shelter was targeted following examination of its schematic 
drawings which had been provided to the United States by the 
Scandinavian contractors who had worked on it. US. 
intelligence sources claimed to have information indicating 
military uses but could not explain their ignorance of its use by 
civilians, even though Peter Arnett of CNN reported that it had 
been used as a shelter every night. 


In the United States the media were, for once, compelled to 
abandon their Nintendo view of the war and show the suffering 
of the people. Leslie Cagan, national coordinator of the 
Campaign for Peace in the Middle East, said that the attack 
gave Americans their first honest look at the war. 


A few days later the market town of Fallujah, near 
Baghdad, suffered a raid in which one hundred and thirty 
civilians were killed. Britain admitted responsibility: a laser- 
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guided bomb had had a technical malfunction and gone astray. 
So much for the smarts of the famous smart bombs. 


One news report carried the following item from the 
Kuwait-Iraq border’: 


Mohamed Sadim says he watched the allied plane from below. 
"It bombed the two cars first" before making a second pass, he 
says. "Then it bombed the bus and the bomb [landed] directly 
in the middle of it.” 
The bus caught fire with most of its passengers still inside. 
"One person from the first bus {came toward] us with his two 
sons about 18 years and 20 years," he says, in broken English. 
"He kissed them and he said to them, ’Oh my sons, you are 
safe, you are safe, while your mother and your sisters are still 
burning." . . . "It is full of bags, luggage and luggage," he 
Says, "so it is a bus and they know we are refugees." 
Military spokespersons simply brazened out the outrages. 
Iraq had two operating nuclear power plants and they were 
bombed immediately. Of course this involved the gravest risk 
of release of nuclear materials into the environment, but the 
public was given bland assurances that any radioactive materials 
were buried under rubble. 


In the midst of all this carnage, on February 4, President 
Hashemi Rafsanjani of Iran offered terms for negotiations and 
said that he would be willing to mediate a settlement. 


The next day came the United States retort: "What’s to 
mediate?" 


Well might the ladies and gentlemen of imperialism hold 
their noses in the air in seeming contempt of the people upon 
whom they visit such misery and destruction! They stand up to 
their haughty noses in the filth of their own hypocrisy, and 
were they to hold themselves otherwise they would asphyxiate 
at once in the stench. 


7 Frank Smyth, The Village Voice, February 26, 1991. 
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Baghdad’s electricity and water had been knocked out early 
on, and fuel for private motor vehicles was no longer available. 
By February 11 Ramsey Clark, back from a trip to Iraq, 
reported that the head of the Iraqi Red Crescent society had 
estimated six thousand to seven thousand civilian dead. Masoud 
Barzani was reported to have estimated three thousand dead in 
Kurdish areas. A report from the World Health Organization 
said that there was a very severe risk of epidemic diseases in 
Baghdad because of the disruption of the water supply due to 
the war. 


The United States reply to the reports of the hideous 
bombing of civilian areas was to accuse the Iraqi authorities of 
faking the bomb damage seen by Western reporters. 


The senior partner in the United States-Israeli alliance had, for 
the first time, intervened directly to prosecute a war against an 
Arab state, and with little consultation of Israel. The war 
represented a basic change in the United States-Israeli 
relationship, in which military action against Arab countries had 
previously been delegated to Israel. Strain between Israel and 
the United States intensified. Meanwhile the oppression of the 
Palestinian people grew even worse. 


In late January Soviet Foreign Minister Aleksandr 
Bessmertnykh met with James A. Baker in Washington. On 
January 29 Baker and Bessmertnykh issued a joint 
communique. It contained the following words: 


[BJoth ministers agreed that without a meaningful peace 
process--one which promotes a just peace, security and real 
reconciliation for Israel, Arab states and Palestinians--it will not 
be possible to deal with the source of conflict and instability in 
the region. Both ministers, therefore, agreed that in the 
aftermath of the crisis in the Persian Gulf, mutual U.S.-Soviet 
efforts to promote Arab-Israeli peace and regional stability, in 
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consultation with other parties in the region, will be greatly 
facilitated and enhanced’. 


The statement also spoke of the “achievement of a 
comprehensive settlement in the Middle East.” 


The Soviets said that the communique was important and 
that it marked a shift in U.S. Middle East policy. It was also 
viewed by some as an acknowledgement of the very principle 
of linkage between Persian Gulf and Palestinian issues that the 
United States had rejected. The White House disagreed, saying 
that the statement had been wildly misinterpreted. 


Even so, Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir hit the roof. 
He said that "... a political act that involves us, our fate, our 
future, was taken without consulting us, without even telling us 
beforehand’." 


The next day, February 1, Shamir admitted the fascist 
Moledet (Homeland) Party, which seeks the expulsion of all 
Palestinians from Israel as well as from the occupied territories, 
to the government coalition. Two days later he appointed one 
of its members, General Rehavam Zeevi, to his cabinet as 
minister without portfolio. The Moledet has only two seats in 
the Knesset (the Israeli parliament.) Even some Likud members 
complained. Knesset member Binyamin Begin, son of former 
Likud prime minister Menahem Begin, called the inclusion of 
Moledet in the government "a profound political, moral and 


social stain, a dangerous infection’®.” 


The United States didn’t say anything about Zeevi. 


On February 13 two leftist members of the Knesset charged 
that the Shamir government has secret plans to increase the 
Jewish settler population by at least 50 percent, including many 


® Facts on File, 1991, 63C2. 


° Andrew Rosenthal, "Gulf Concession that Wasn’t," New York 
Times, January 31, 1991. 


© Facts on File, 1991, 112F3. 
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of the recent immigrants from the Soviet Union. The two, Dedi 
Zucker and Chaim Oron, said that the intent was to "create 
facts on the ground which will make it difficult for Israel to 


enter the political process that is expected after the war''." 


A fierce little spat, which prefigured later tensions, then 
blew up over the issue of $400 million in loan guarantees by 
the United States to Israel for the construction of housing. The 
United States sought guarantees from Israel that the money 
would not be used to construct Jewish settlements in the 
occupied West Bank territory. Such construction would further 
obstruct postwar agreement on the status of the Palestinians in 
the West Bank, something that the United States needs more 
than Israel. On February 15, Zalman Shoval, the Israeli 
ambassador to the United States, complained that he was getting 
a runaround on release of the loan guarantees. He said that it 
was particularly necessary to compensate Israel for economic 
losses caused by such things as SCUD attacks during the war 
and demanded that Israel’s needs be addressed as swiftly as 
possible. 


White House spokesman Marlin Fitzwater said that Shoval’s 
remarks were “outrageous and outside the acceptable bounds of 
behavior by the ambassador of any friendly country,’?” and 
Shoval apologized publicly a few days later. The loan 
guarantees were then approved. 


The various controversies reveal a high and unresolved level 
of tension between the United States and Israel over the status 
of the Palestinians. It also proved, despite denials, that this 
problem is linked objectively with problems elsewhere in the 
Middle East. 


In the first week of the war Iraq initiated a campaign of SCUD 
missile attacks on Israel. Their purpose was to draw Israel into 


" Tbid., 112B1. 
" Ipid., 1991, 111E3. 
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the war, hence to make it impossible for the Arab states to 
remain in the coalition. 


It is interesting that the Israeli authorities made no claim to 
the protection of international law. They felt quite free to bomb 
Iraq in 1981. They had no intention of giving up the use of 
force for something as debased as international law under the 
conditions of imperialism in the capitalist countries and 
opportunism in the socialist ones. 


Hence the Israeli government was powerfully induced to 
retaliate despite U.S. determination to keep Israel out of the 
conflict. On February 3, General Ehud Barak said that Israel 
had very good operational plans to deal with the threat of 
ground-to-ground missiles from western Iraq. There was 
comment that Israel would refrain from retaliation in order to 
better resist postwar U.S. pressure for a Palestinian settlement. 


U.S. mistrust of the Israelis is shown by the United States 
Air Force Identification of Friend or Foe (IFF) codes. Many 
military aircraft travel so fast that visual identification of other 
aircraft in combat is impossible. Hence IFF codes are 
transmitted electronically so that pilots can distinguish between 
friendly and hostile aircraft. The U.S. Air Force changes its 
IFF codes daily. 


Therefore Israel could not enter the air war unless the 
United States gave it the IFF codes. The Israelis requested 
them, but the United States refused them access. To all intents 
and purposes the Israelis were compelled by the United States 
to stay out of the air war. 


There was great anxiety in Israel about the possibility of 
Iraqi use of poison gas in the SCUD attacks, although the use 
of gas never occurred. Gas masks were issued to the all but the 
Arab population of the West Bank. The Israeli authorities 
attribute this to a shortage of masks, and to logistics. However, 
it is routine for the authorities to use tear gas against West 
Bank Palestinians in the intifada. The real reasons, 
undoubtedly, were racism and a desire to avoid giving the 
Palestinians means to resist tear gas attacks. 
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At the outset of the war the Israeli authorities had imposed 
a curfew of unprecedented harshness on the Palestinians of the 
occupied territories, putting the entirety of this population under 
what amounted to house arrest. The curfew, unaffected by the 
February 28 ceasefire, was for twenty-four hours with the 
exception of a few hours each day. The period of free time was 
frequently and arbitrarily changed by the Israeli military 
commanders of the areas. With no means to earn a living, the 
curfew was a severe form of mass punishment to the Palestinian 
people. 


The arrest and detention without trial of Palestinians in the 
internment camps went on despite the curfew. The barbaric 
torture of prisoners at the hand of the infamous Israeli Shin Bet 
security police was, if anything, intensified. 


Palestinians who had gone to Jordan quite legally were 
arbitrarily refused readmittance to the West Bank. In effect they 
were illegally expelled--or transferred, in Israeli parlance. 


Many Palestinians could no longer perform their jobs 
because of the curfew. Their jobs were filled by recent Jewish 
immigrants from the Soviet Union who needed employment-- 
killing two birds with one stone from the standpoint of Israeli 
racism. 


The death toll in Israel from the SCUD attacks was, at 
most, a couple of dozen people. The Israeli human rights group 
B’Tselem reported that fifteen Palestinians had been killed in 
January by army gunfire, a number comparable to the SCUD 
toll for the entire war. It was claimed that about eleven 
thousand dwelling units were damaged. The damage to most of 
these units must have been very slight in view of the low death 
toll. Nonetheless Israeli Defense Minister Moshe Arens said 
"We see sights of destruction in Israel that have not been seen 
in a Western country since World War II'’." He did not say 
that such sights as the oppression of the Palestinian people had 
not been seen either. Maybe he meant that Israeli Jews are 


3 Tbid., 111D2. 
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Westerners, and therefore entitled to consideration as human 
beings, but Palestinians are not. 


The racism of the Israeli authorities was equalled by that of 
the United States media. They emoted over the SCUD attacks 
and demoted the infinitely worse victimization of the Iraqi 
people by U.S. aggression to the level of a video game. They 
constantly headlined stories of the suffering of Israeli Jews, and 
said as little as possible about the qualitatively worse things that 
the Israeli authorities did to the Palestinians every day. 


The circumstances of Jewish emigration from the Soviet Union 
to Israel in this period illuminate the difference between the 
bourgeois conception of human rights and the Marxist one, and 
the difference between Marxism and opportunism. 


In the bourgeois framework, the individual is supreme, at 
least in theory, and individuals have the right to emigrate 
anywhere they want at any time. In the Marxist view, it is 
society that is supreme. If the emigration of an individual 
would cause that person to become part of the system of 
oppression within class society, whether that individual knows 
it or not, then socialist society has the right, indeed the duty, 
to forbid that emigration. 


There has been struggle in the Soviet Union about the 
question of Jewish emigration to Israel. It is also true that there 
is some degree of anti-Jewish racism in the Soviet Union, 
which is wrong. But the fact that anti-Jewish racism is wrong 
does not make Soviet Jewish emigration right. If Gorbachev 
were a Marxist he would concentrate his efforts on the 
elimination of anti-Jewish racism from Soviet society. Instead 
it is part of opportunism that Jewish emigration to Israel is 
allowed under the conditions of Israeli racism and imperialism. 


The United States rejected the several serious attempts at 
mediation in the period January 16 to February 28 just as it had 
rejected all attempts at negotiations earlier. 
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On February 4, Iranian President Hashemi Rafsanjani 
offered a reasonable basis for settlement. His terms included: 
ceasefire, simultaneous withdrawal of Iraqi forces from Kuwait 
and of Western forces from the Gulf, formation of an Islamic 
committee to investigate the dispute between Iraq and Kuwait, 
creation of an Islamic fund to restore damage from the war, 
and a nonaggression pact between the countries of the Gulf. As 
mentioned previously, all the United States had to say in reply 
was: What’s to mediate? 


A few weeks later, on February 21, it was the Soviet 
Union’s turn to try. A plan was worked out between Soviet 
President Mikhail Gorbachev and Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq 
Aziz and submitted to the United States The principle points 
were full and unconditional withdrawal of Iraq’s forces from 
Kuwait after a cease-fire, and cessation of the U.N. resolutions, 
i.e., the end of sanctions. Bush rejected it in palpable contempt 
and annoyance, as at the impertinence of a vassal. 


By far the most significant proposal was that made by Iraq 
itself on February 15. It revealed the true strengths and 
weaknesses of the forces in conflict. U.S. imperialism had 
soldiers, weapons, the vast means to wreak destruction, all in 
service to its negative role in history. Iraq, on its side, had the 
revolutionary imperative of the vast majority of the people in 
the world. Its proposal was just and it was revolutionary: its 
terms mean the expulsion of imperialism from the Middle East, 
without which the peoples of the region cannot progress.(See 
Appendix I for the full text.) 


A prefatory statement said, in part: 


Ever since the United States, Zionism, and the United States’ 
imperialist Western allies came to realize that an Arab Moslem 
country, Iraq, was developing a force of its own, capable of 
being a counterweight to the imperialist-backed Zionism... 
[they] set about taking measures, making decisions, and waging 
campaigns of falsehoods and incitement against Iraq, with the 
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object of thwarting the creation and development of this force, 
and isolating and punishing Iraq...'4*" 

It said that the Iraqi seizure of Kuwait was "a national, pan- 
Arab and Islamic uprising... against injustice, immorality, 
corruption, and imperialist-Zionist-colonialist hegemony of the 
region, and against the plotters [the Sabah family] whose role 
in the United States-Zionist conspiracy became exposed.” 


Firstly, Iraq agreed, following a cease-fire, to withdraw 
from Kuwait in accordance with U.N. Resolution 660. 
Subsequent resolutions on the crisis were to be repealed and 
sanctions lifted. 


The United States and its allies were to withdraw their 
forces and equipment from the Gulf, "including the weapons 
and equipment that certain countries provided to Israel under 
the pretext of the crisis in the Gulf." 


Israel would be required to withdraw “from Palestine and 
the Arab territories it is occupying in the Golan and southern 
Lebanon” in accordance with U.N. resolutions; otherwise "the 
U.N. Security Council should enforce against Israel the same 
resolutions it passed against Iraq." 


Next, "Iraq’s historical rights on land and at seas should be 
guaranteed"; this presumably is a reference to Iraq’s need for 
guaranteed access to the sea, so long denied by imperialism. 


Iraq then proposed, as the basis of Kuwait’s future 
something that the imperialists were careful never to mention; 
democracy! 


"The political arrangement to be agreed upon should 
proceed from the people’s will and in accordance with a 
genuine democratic practice and not on the basis of the rights 
acquired by the Sabah family. Accordingly, the nationalist and 
Islamic forces should primarily participate in the political 
arrangement to be agreed upon." 


For this and following references, see Facts on File, 1991, 107. 
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It was proposed that the countries that undertook the 
aggression against Iraq pay reparations for the damages of the 
war, and that the debts of Iraq and the other victims of the war 
to the aggressor countries be written off. It was also proposed 
that a new regime of economic assistance by the rich countries 
of the world to the poor ones be implemented, “based on the 
saying that the poor have a claim in the wealth of the rich.” 


The statement called for security arrangements between the 
Gulf states themselves, including Iran, without foreign 
interference, and to declare the Gulf a zone free of foreign 
military bases or any other form of foreign military presence. 


It concluded: "Everybody must undertake to observe this. 
This is our argument, which we declare before the world, clear 
and shining against the traitors and their imperialist masters... 
Victory will certainly be realized against the oppressors in the 
coming days, as it had been in past times. God is with us. May 
the despicable be damned." 


Whatever its particular cultural clothing, this is an 
uncompromising revolutionary statement that the people of Iraq 
hurled into the teeth of imperialism at a time of the utmost 
difficulty. For the first time an Arab government put forth an 
explicit program to expel imperialism from the Middle East, 
under circumstances that must eliminate any doubt as to its 
sincerity or commitment. The February 15 Iraqi peace proposal 
is a critical and irreplaceable part of the Middle East 
revolutionary process. The people’s revolution against 
imperialism is the only process that can finally resolve the 
United States war of aggression against Iraq, and indeed, the 
chronic conflict that plagues the whole Middle East. 


It is argued above that the antiwar movement in the United 
States is considerably hobbled by its ideological shortcomings. 
Only a small part of the movement grasps the fundamental 
contradiction of imperialism versus the national sovereignty of 
Iraq. Some in the movement persistently shoot themselves in 
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the foot politically with muddled denunciations of Saddam 
Hussein that are objectively on the wrong side of the issue. 


This kind of ideological confusion must stop. Bush has the 
economic, military, and political resources of the ruling class 
on his side; the people’s movement has nothing with which to 
oppose him except its capacity to grasp the truth and to 
organize the masses on that basis. Under the circumstances, to 
be confused and to oppose Bush 95 percent of the time and 
support him 5 percent of the time may, and often does, mean 
to support him. 


It is the habit of oppressors to treat their victims with contempt. 
True to his nature, Bush called the Iraqi proposal a “cruel 
hoax", adding that, "not only was the Iraq statement full of 
unacceptable old conditions, but Saddam Hussein has added 
several new conditions." With his forked tongue fairly 
flickering in and out of his mouth, he said: "We have no 
argument with the people of Iraq... the war, let me assure you 
all, is going on schedule... We will pursue our objectives with 
honor and decency, and we will not fail'®.” 


On February 22, Bush finally supplied the right word for 
his "diplomatic" posture when he gave Iraq an ultimatum for 
withdrawal from Kuwait. The deadline of noon the following 
day was given for the evacuation of all Iraqi forces, after which 
they would face a ground assault. No ceasefire or guarantee 
against air attack was offered to Iraqi forces during this 
absurdly short interval. The Iraqis defiantly rejected it, calling 
it shameful. 


The ground offensive began on February 23. Its method of 
conduct was the final proof that the objective of the United 
States was the destruction of Iraq’s military and that the status 
of Kuwait was only a side issue, at most, a pretext. 


'S Thid., 1991, 107. 
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The offensive started with a push not into Kuwait, but into 
Iraq. U.S., British, and French units moved into southern Iraq 
in a flanking movement west of Kuwait. The invasion of Iraq 
not only violated the United States’ own U.N. Security Council 
resolutions, which speak exclusively of the territory of Kuwait, 
but therefore also the Congressional war powers resolution, 
which is based on the U.N. resolutions. 


On February 26 Iraq began the withdrawal of its forces 
from Kuwait. Iraq announced that its withdrawal was in 
compliance with U.N. Resolution 660, supposedly the aim of 
U.S. policy all along, while explicitly maintaining its historical 
claim to Kuwait. 


Nonetheless, the withdrawing troops continued to fall under 
merciless ground and air attack. U.S. aircraft swooped 
unhindered along the massive pile-up of vehicles along the 
sixty-mile highway between Kuwait City and Basra, the 
highway of death. Tens of thousands of retreating Iraqi soldiers 
were slaughtered in a genocidal assault of high explosives, 
strafing and napalm. U.S. pilots called it a turkey shoot; 
casualties ran at a ratio of about one thousand to one in favor 
of the imperialists. Bush tried to cover his inhuman crimes by 
claiming that, "Saddam... is not withdrawing. His defeated 
forces are retreating.” The United States media covered up the 
carnage as it continued, giving the people stories about the 
“humane” treatment of Iraqi troops who managed to surrender. 


The bombing of Baghdad continued with increased fury 
during the final days of February. The United States even 
dropped two five-thousand-pound high explosive superbombs in 
an attempt to kill Saddam Hussein and other key Iraqi officials. 


On February 28, a ceasefire was declared. 





Vil. AFTERMATH 


The ancient heartland of Iraq between the Tigris and the 
Euphrates rivers is called Mesopotamia, which means between 
the rivers. Every schoolchild learns of it as the cradle of 
civilization. It is the land of the Biblical city of Babylon, of 
Hammurabi the Lawgiver. Never in its thousands of years of 
history had this land seen such destruction as that wrought by 
the coalition led by the United States. 


Perhaps no other country in its history has seen such 
destruction either, with the possible exception of Korea and 
Vietnam, two of the other main post-World War II victims of 
that hideous beast, imperialism. 


In the midst of the suffering caused by the onslaught of 
imperialism and as a consequence of it there were ethnic and 
sectarian revolts in Iraq. The revolts were instigated by the 
United States and other outside powers and caused further 
bloodshed. The imperialist media in the United States shed 
many a crocodile tear. 


The worst man made environmental disaster in history 
flamed in the oilfields of Iraq and Kuwait in the wake of the 
war. Famine, strife, and disease stalked Iraq, massacre and 
retribution Kuwait. 


George Bush asked us be proud of what he accomplished 
with his war. The business section of the New York Times 
headlined, "The Big Spoils from a Bargain War’." 


1 The New York Times, March 3, 1991, Section 3, 1. 
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The hollowness of the imperialist "victory" showed at once. 
The United States failed to impose a government of its choosing 
on Iraq. It has been unable to restore the Sabah family to the 
control of Kuwait. The war greatly intensified the need for the 
United States to settle the Palestine problem, but provided no 
means for a settlement. All the while the people’s struggle 
throughout the Islamic world gains impetus. Even the "big 
spoils" from the “bargain” slaughter of multitudes of innocent 
people have not materialized as the United States economy 
continues in deep recession. 


A delegation from the International War Crimes Tribunal 
convened by former United States Attorney General Ramsey 
Clark and others visited Iraq and Jordan to gather information 
in April of 1991. Their report states: 


Our delegation included Adeeb Abed, National Coalition to 
Stop U.S. Intervention in the Middle East and Palestine Aid 
Society; Gavrielle Gemma, Coordinator, National Coalition; 
and Elisa Chavez, a videographer with Haiti Films. We were 
joined for four days by Dr. David Levinson... Our task was to 
assess the effects of the bombing and the condition of the 
population one month after the bombing had ceased; to acquire 
written and visual documentation and direct testimony; and to 
assess the effects on other countries, primarily Jordan. 

Throughout the trip we had the cooperation of officials and 
we spoke to whomever we chose... All our interviews were 
done directly, some in English but most in Arabic by Adeeb 
Abed... Only where [the report’s] information was repeatedly 
told to us did we include it’. 


Immediately after the cease-fire the bourgeois media in the 
United States rushed to present a picture of the "normality" of 
life in Iraq. But the commission reports that: 


2 Report of the Commission of Inquiry 1. Available from the 
International War Crimes Tribunal, 36 E. 12th St., New York, NY 
10003. 
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Nothing could be further from the truth... In every city we 
visited we documented the destruction or severe damage to 
homes, electrical plants, fuel storage facilities, civilian 
factories, hospitals, churches, civilian airports, vehicles, 
transportation facilities, food storage and food testing 
laboratories, grain silos, animal vaccination centers, schools, 
communications towers, civilian government office buildings, 
and stores. Almost all facilities we saw had been bombed two 
or three times, ensuring that they could not be repaired. Most 
of the bridges we saw destroyed were bombed from both 
sides... 

The embargo, freezing of Iraq’s bank accounts, and 
bombing have not only destroyed between 125,000 and 225,000 
lives--including those of thousands of children--they have 
destroyed all that the people were so enormously proud of 
wherever we went. The effects will last for decades... 

As almost all facilities in Iraq were constructed by foreign 
companies based in countries that were part of the United 
States-led coalition, the plans and locations of these facilities 
were available to the Pentagon’... 

It had become a daily struggle to obtain the necessary items 
to sustain life... Finding water, flour or bread, cooking oil or 
gasoline or kerosene became an ordeal... Everyone spoke about 
how terrible it was that instead of the public buses that they had 
used for decades now people were forced to use open and 
crowded trucks‘... 

People were out of work everywhere. The primary causes 
were lack of electricity, embargo on raw materials and spare 
parts, destruction from bombing, lack of transportation and 
displacement’. 


These were the same conditions described by the famous 
summary of the report of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations: 


* Thid., 2-3. 
“ Ibid., 7 
* Tbid., 9. 
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It should, however, be said at once that nothing we had seen or 
read had quite prepared us for the particular form of 
devastation that has now befallen the country. The recent 
conflict has wrought near-apocalyptic results upon the economic 
infrastructure of what had been, until January, 1991, a rather 
highly urbanized and mechanized society. Now, most means of 
modern life support have been destroyed or rendered tenuous. 
Iraq has, for some time to come, been relegated to a pre- 
industrial age, but with all the disabilities of a post-modern 
dependency on intensive use of energy and technology’. 


Medical conditions in Iraq were investigated in May by a 
10-member team from the Harvard Medical School, and they 
issued a study. A news report said: 


"Throughout Iraq gastroenteritis, cholera and typhoid are now 
epidemic," the study said. "Contrary to the statement of both 
the Iraqi government and Western journalists that the health 
situation is stable and will continue to improve, the study team 
finds that the state of medical care is desperate and--unless 
conditions change substantially--will continue to deteriorate in 
every region and at every provider level.” 

Child mortality soared in the first four months of the year 
[January-April 1991}, the study said. It calculated that 55,000 
more children [under the age of 5] died than in the comparable 
period the previous year... the medical team concluded that the 
child mortality figure was likely to increase to at least 170,000 
additional deaths by the end of the year... 

The "main message" of the study, Dr. Fineberg [Dean of 
the Harvard Medical School] said, "is that the consequences of 
war are not fully realized during the time of active conflict, and 
the aftermath carries with it a very real burden of death and 
disability’." 

The International War Crimes Tribunal brought an initial 
complaint charging George Bush, Dan Quayle, James Baker, 


§ Maarti Ahtisaari, Report to the Secretary-General on 
Humanitarian Needs in Iraq; available from Open Magazine, Box 
2726, Westfield, NJ 07091 ($3.00). 


7 Tyler, "Health Crisis”. 
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Dick Cheney, William Webster, Colin Powell, Norman 
Schwartzkopf and others to be named, with "crimes against 
peace, war crimes, crimes, crimes against humanity and other 
criminal acts and high crimes in violation of the charter of the 
United Nations, international law, the Constitution of the 
United States and laws made in pursuance thereof*.” 


The Tribunal will continue to gather information and 
evidence toward the goal of proceedings to be held in Geneva, 
Switzerland for the purpose of definite juridical findings. 


The trade embargo, which remained in effect after cease- 
fire, continues to aggravate the health crisis. Prior to the war, 
Iraq imported around 70 percent of its food--the bulk of its rice 
and wheat, for instance, came from the United States. 
Starvation and malnutrition are widespread because Iraq is 
unable to sell oil to generate income for the purchase of food, 
medical supplies, and materials for economic recovery. The 
United Nations is unable to rescind the embargo because any 
attempt to do so would be vetoed by the United States. 


The Bush administration has announced its determination to 
keep the embargo in effect until Saddam Hussein steps down 
from office. The real intent of the Bush administration is to 
name Saddam’s successor, whom it could control. The people 
of Iraq will never agree to this kind of control. 


The embargo is a continuing atrocity of imperialism. There 
is rising protest around the world against it. The people of the 
United States must take the lead in the struggle to lift the 
embargo against the people of Iraq. The antiwar movement 
must throw off its weaknesses and lead the struggle against the 
embargo. 


An outrageous 30 percent of Iraq’s oil revenues is to go 
toward reparations for Kuwait, according to a postceasefire 
U.N. Security Council resolution. The traitors, the Soviet and 


8 Initial Complaint of the International War Crimes Tribunal, 36 
E. 12 St., New York, NY 10003; May 9, 1991. 
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Chinese authorities, voted for this imperialist resolution. It must 
be rescinded. Reparations must come not from the victim--Iraq- 
-but from the war budgets of the aggressors, the United States, 
Britain and France. The accomplices to the aggressors, 
including the Soviet Union and China, should also be held to 
some degree of economic accountability. 


The war was also the cause of some of the worst manmade 
environmental disasters in history: a huge oil spill in the Gulf 
in January, and unprecedented atmospheric pollution from 
burning oil. 


The bourgeois media, despite the military censorship and 
the resultant absence of independent investigation, have not 
hesitated to blame Iraq. Examination of the evidence, however, 
(something that the media have done only by way of exception) 
divides the responsibility into two categories: damage for which 
the United States is clearly responsible, i.e., that in Iraq, and 
damage for which the evidence is unreleased or suppressed. 


The origin, and even the magnitude, of the oil spill is 
unclear. It apparently started on January 23 at a loading 
terminal ten miles offshore from Kuwait. The United States 
attacked a number of Iraqi offshore oil platforms early in the 
war, but the possibility that a U.S. attack had caused a spill 
was never raised. A Saudi Aramco spokesman reported a 
second spill on January 27; he said that it had apparently been 
caused by artillery fire that struck two tanker ships during a 
skirmish between Iraqi troops and U.S. marines. A third spill 
from Mina-al-Bakr, an Iraqi offshore terminal, was reported on 
January 30. Initial reports put the volume at 11,000,000 
barrels, an unprecedented spill. The Exxon Valdez disaster in 
Alaska was 260,000 barrels. 


Bush blamed Iraq for the spill, calling it environmental 
terrorism, but it was Iraq that took a complaint to the U.N. on 
January 25. This complaint charged that the United States had 
caused the spill when it bombed two tankers on January 22. 
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The United States claimed that it halted the flow of oil into 
the Gulf when it bombed the Kuwaiti loading complex at Al- 
Ahamdi. It was said that the United States bombs cut pipelines 
connecting to the sea from inland storage tanks. The Al-Ahmadi 
loading system is gravity-fed, however, so it is difficult to see 
how bombing could have stopped the flow. 


On January 31, The Oil Spill Intelligence Report, an 
American publication, reported the spill at the far lower volume 
of 570,000 barrels. This is still a very large spill, but it is quite 
within range of the results of bombing two tankers, the charge 
made by Iraq. Hence there is no clear case that Iraq caused the 
oil spills. 


Even this disaster, however, is dwarfed by that of the oil 
fires. At the end of the war an estimated 5,000,000 barrels of 
oil from about 700 oil wells in Kuwait were going up in smoke 
every day. Kuwait’s pre-war production was only 1,500,000 
barrels daily. It took six months to extinguish all of the fires. 


The sky over Kuwait was dark at all times and hospital 
admissions due to respiratory problems skyrocketed. There was 
a marked decrease in the intensity of solar radiation at ground 
level throughout the Persian Gulf region. Effects extended 
outward over an area of tens of millions of square miles. Soot 
and acid rain affected health and harvests in Iraq, Iran, and the 
Soviet Union. Other effects were felt in Pakistan, India, and 
even China. It will take a while to gather sufficient data to 
assess the effects on a geographically broader area, but the 
seriousness of the problem is shown by a hypothesis that the 
soot caused the south Asian monsoon to arrive early; if so it 
would have been a factor in the disastrous typhoon that killed 
more than 100,000 people in Bangla Desh in May’. 


The Iraqis have been convicted by declaration of torching 
the oil wells, but there has never been any real investigation. 
Throughout the war the United States bombed Iraqi military 


* John Horgan, "Burning Questions", Scientific American, July 
1990, 17. 
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positions in Kuwait with the utmost intensity in an attempt to 
destroy dug-in positions and military equipment. 


It was predicted before the war that at least three hundred 
oil well fires would result from bombing. Oil well fires were 
reported from the first days of the war. On February 12 a 
Pentagon spokesperson, Rear Admiral Mike McConnell, said 
that there were fifty or more oil well fires and admitted that it 
was possible that the United States-British bombing might be 
the cause of some of them'®. 


On February 22, the Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council 
accused the United States of responsibility for the oil well fires. 
They said that Bush seemed to be "unaware of what has been 
destroyed in Kuwait, or in other fields in Iraq, be they 
petroleum installations or other properties''." Indeed, there 
has never been U.S. media coverage of the consequences of 
bombing of Iraqi or Kuwaiti oil fields. 


The Bush administration suppressed scientific information 
on the fires from the start. On January 25 the Department of 
Energy (DOE) wrote a memorandum that began: “DOE 
Headquarters Public Affairs has requested that all DOE 
facilities and contractors immediately discontinue any further 
discussion of war-related research and issues with the media 
until further notice'’*." Researchers at Lawrence Livermore 
Laboratories, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, and others were affected. 


The gag order was justified by the absurd excuse that 
discussion would "give the Iraqis ideas" that would hamper 
U.S. military operations. The gag order stayed in effect after 


0 Facts on File, 1991, 91D2. 
" Ibid., 1991, 136E2. 


2 John Horgan, "U.S. Gags Discussion of War’s Environmental 
Effects", Scientific American, May 1991, 24. See also, John Horgan, 
"Why are Data from Kuwait Being Withheld?", Scientific American, 
July 1991, 20. 
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the war, however. It is clear that the real objective was to cut 
off public discussion of the environmental impact of the war. 


When the journal Scientific American tried to investigate the 
source of the gag order they were stonewalled: "A DOE 
spokesperson in Washington, DC... traces [the gag order] to 
the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of 
Defense. Spokespersons for the EPA, the DOD and the White 


13 


House deny any knowledge of the order’. 








A reason for the gagging of atmospheric scientists was 
suggested by John Cox, an engineer with the Campaign for 
Nuclear Disarmament in Britain. United States bombing of 
refineries and production facilities in Iraq had created "an 
appalling cloud of smoke” comparable to that generated in 
Kuwait, and the United States did not want satellite images 
released that would show it. Lara A. Gundel, a researcher at 
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory, reported that the first findings 
of atmospheric soot at the Mauna Loa observatory in Hawaii 
traceable to the war arrived in February, too early to have been 
caused by fires in Kuwait. She said that the timing suggested 
that the soot was from bombing of Iraqi oil facilities. 


These findings are enough to show that the motive behind 
the suppression of scientific inquiry is to head off public outcry 
against the war’s environmental consequences. Until such 
inquiry is made, the media conviction by declaration of Iraq, 
based on the announcements of the military censors, must be 
rejected out of hand. 


The United States media gave overwhelming coverage to 
every official claim of the United States, reducing the spills and 
fires to a matter of wartime propaganda with no real concern 
for environmental issues. There should be a thorough 
investigation of the facts by an international commission, 
constituted in such a way as to be free of United States control. 
The cloud of mental pollution whipped up by the imperialists 
and their media must be cleared away. Whatever the evidence 


3 Horgan, "Data from Kuwait". 
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and findings, it remains true that the environmental damage is 
a consequence of a war for which imperialism, headed by 
George Bush, is solely responsible. 


Humanity’s control of nature has developed to the point that the 
responsibility for the welfare of future generations is 
qualitatively different than it ever was before. The resolution of 
questions of ecology and the conservation of natural resources 
will crucially affect people for hundreds of years to come. 


Capitalism always puts profits first. If it shows any concern 
for the environment it is because it wants to preserve some 
beautiful natural sanctuary for the rich, or has determined that 
conservation is the best way to make a few bucks. 


The world’s fossil hydrocarbon reserves are among the most 
vital of economic resources. These include: petroleum, coal, oil 
shales, and asphaltic deposits. Of them all, petroleum is the 
premium material. It is fantastically useful in the manufacture 
of an immense range of products: plastics, synthetic rubber, 
fabrics--the list goes on and on. The great nineteenth century 
Russian chemist, Mendeleev, who discovered the periodic table 
of elements, once said that using petroleum for fuel is like 
burning up banknotes in a furnace. 


It is typical of capitalism to heedlessly consume this vast, 
precious, but limited resource in a headlong rush for profits. 
Today’s balance sheet is what counts and tomorrow’s needs be 
damned. For instance, automobiles could be converted to use 
ethanol fuel (a chemical of the alcohol family) instead of 
gasoline. Autos would become smaller and lighter, and 
accidents would be less dangerous. Ethanol combustion 
generates less nitrous oxide, a toxic pollutant, and less carbon 
dioxide, a greenhouse gas that contributes to global warming. 
Atmospheric pollution, particularly in large cities, could be 
greatly reduced. Ethanol can be produced from vegetable matter 
and other organic wastes, which, unlike petroleum, are 
renewable resources. If produced in large quantities its 
production cost would be comparable to gasoline. 
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Other alternatives, with similar benefits, have also been 
proposed, such as natural gas. In fact, existing automobile 
engines could be converted to use natural gas for about $1000 
(in 1990 dollars) each. It does not suit the political or economic 
agenda of U.S. imperialism to lessen petroleum use, however. 
There is more money and power to be had from sticking to 
gasoline. The very feasible and desirable project of automobile 
fuel conversion is never addressed by the government in any 
serious way. 


The problems of ecology are at bottom problems of politics. 
The basic economic law of capitalism is the principle of 
maximum profits. This is a law of class society with its ages- 
old pattern of the political and economic domination of the 
many by the few. The political aim of socialism is the 
empowerment of the masses, led by the working class, and the 
elimination of the exploitation of labor. The basic economic law 
of socialism is the development of economic production on the 
basis of the overall requirements of society as a whole, using 
the most advanced technical means. The only real, sufficient, 
thoroughgoing, and long-range answer to the problems of 
ecology and conservation is the replacement of the system of 
capitalism with that of socialism. 


The question of Iraq’s nuclear capacity was trumpeted as a 
leading prewar concern of the Bush administration. The basic 
fear of the imperialists is that an Arab country will achieve 
nuclear parity with Israel and thus decisively alter the balance 
of military power in the Middle East. There are other important 
aspects of the question of nuclear weapons, however. 


First, there is the fear of the Islamic bomb, of which the 
main focus at this time is Pakistan. Second, during the bombing 
campaign, there were rumblings from Washington of possible 
U.S. recourse to nuclear weapons. Third, there is the 
revelation, by Seymour Hersh, that Israel mobilized its nuclear 
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forces for use against Iraq during the bombing campaign’. 
Fourth, there is the postceasefire campaign of hysteria around 
the Iraqi nuclear capability, which is reminiscent in tone of the 
prewar media campaign against Iraq. 


Pakistan has the most advanced nuclear program of any 
Islamic country. It has, or is near to having, the capability to 
produce atomic weapons. No one has charged that it has 
actually produced any, however. It drew little notice against the 
background of the Gulf crisis, but Pakistan was pressured 
because of its nuclear program. 


The New York Times editorialized that, “by law, no U.S. 
aid may be sent to Pakistan or any other potential nuclear 
power unless the President certifies that the country has no 
nuclear arms and that to continue aid discourages their 
acquisition. Pakistan fails to qualify on both counts.” Referring 
to the Iraqi nuclear potential, the Times said: "The same 
dynamic is under way in the Middle East. The United States 
has to show it’s serious about curbing proliferation. The place 


to begin is Pakistan, and the time to begin is now'’." 


This is curious thinking about atomic weapons, coming 
from a country that maintains an arsenal of twenty thousand of 
them. Nor did the Zimes mention the Israeli stockpile of one 
hundred to two hundred nuclear weapons which, one would 
suppose, would be subject to the same strictures. Ah, well, 
that’s imperialism for you--might makes right, all the way. The 
useful thing about the 7imes’ editorial is that it admits that the 
imperialists fear a link between the Islamic bomb and the 
Middle East. 


On September 25, 1990, Rep. Stephen Solarz, chairman of 
the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific 


Seymour Hersh, The Samson Option (Random House: 1991) 
318-319. 


'S *Pakistan’s Bomb: Proliferating Excuses” (editorial), New York 
Times, September 7, 1990. 
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Affairs, and a leading Congressional supporter of Israel, sent 
a letter to Bush. Solarz said that Pakistan had ignored U.S. 
demands that it end its nuclear weapons program. Solarz said 
that Pakistan should do so, or else the United States should cut 
off all economic and military aid, around $700 million per 
year. 


The Bush administration proceeded to cut off aid to Pakistan 
in October. Pakistan had been an important U.S. ally during the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. That the United States should 
treat Pakistan in this way is evidence of the significance of the 
Israeli nuclear monopoly in the Middle East. 


Despite the nuclear-scale intensity of the bombing of Iraq, 
Vice-president Dan Quayle told the British Broadcasting 
Corporation on February 2 that the United States had, "no 
desire [to use nuclear weapons]... but it is an option we are not 
going to rule out'®.” A few days later, Quayle’s fellow Indiana 
Republican, Rep. Dan Burton, called for the use of tactical 
nuclear weapons in order to end the war quickly'’. The 
environmental group Greenpeace estimates that the United 
States has about five hundred nuclear weapons deployed in the 
Middle East, primarily on submarines. The ominous statements 
of Quayle and Burton may or may not have been related to 
fears of the Islamic bomb, but they expose the immense danger 
to humanity that is posed by imperialism, and the extent to 
which that threat is focussed on the Persian Gulf. 


In July of 1991, Bush suddenly rediscovered the Iraqi 
nuclear threat. It was supposed to have been based on 
information passed by a defecting Iraqi scientist. It was 
announced that the Iraqis had a greater capacity to refine 
weapons-grade uranium than previously suspected. Dire threats 
were issued from the United States Department of “Defense” of 
further military action against Iraq because of the terrible threat 


16 Facts on File, 1991, 75F2. 
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posed by this devastated land. However, none of the nuclear 
threat talk makes any sense because, even if Iraq’s capacity to 
refine fissionable material were greater than thought, there are 
many levels of advanced capability needed to build an atomic 
bomb--that needed for the trigger mechanism, for instance. 


The real reason was clear enough: it was a pretext to raise 
further military threats and to maintain the embargo against 
Iraq in an attempt to force Saddam Hussein from office so that 
the United States could select a successor. A U.N. inspection 
team concluded in late July, however, that Iraq’s uranium 
enrichment facilities had been destroyed by bombing. The team 
also backed Iraq’s assertions that it had disclosed all of its 
facilities'®. 

At about the same time further wind was taken out of 
Bush’s attempt to find a pretext for a further attack: Syria 
accepted U.S. conditions for a Middle East peace conference. 
With one of its diplomatic initiatives at last showing signs of 
movement, the United States could hardly afford to disrupt it 
with another attack upon Iraq. 


The frenzy over the capabilities of a devastated victim of 
U.S. aggression could hardly be more revolting. At a more 
analytic level, however, it is a prime example of the tendency 
of imperialism to make an easy thing hard. It would be easy to 
obtain the ironclad guarantees of the Arab countries to refrain 
from the acquisition of nuclear weapons. All that is required is 
to compel Israel, as Saddam Hussein has so often proposed, to 
divest itself of its formidable nuclear arsenal, and to live by the 
same code as everyone else. 


The antiwar movement must break its silence on the Israeli 
nuclear arsenal. It must demand, based on U.S. law, the 
cessation of U.S. aid to Israel. It must demand that the Bush 
administration comply to law, based on the precedent of the 
cutoff of U.S. aid to Pakistan because of its nuclear program. 


'8 Frank J. Prial, "U.N. Embarrassed by Dispute Over Iraq’s 
Nuclear Program", New York Times, July 20, 1991. 
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Most importantly, the people’s movements must demand that 
U.S.-Israeli imperialism comply with the expressed will of the 
peoples of the Middle East and join in a treaty to eliminate all 
weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East, among which 
the Israeli nuclear arsenal is the most threatening. 


Finally, there must be a campaign to force the two nuclear 
superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union, to divest 
themselves of their immense arsenals of nuclear weapons so 
that they can no longer be used to terrorize and threaten the 
people of the world. 


Shortly after the declaration of ceasefire of February 28, 1991, 
a number of uprisings against the central government broke out 
in Iraq. The uprisings were among the Kurdish minority in the 
mountainous northern part of the country and, in the south, 
mainly among the Shi’i Islamic community. The ruling Ba’ath 
Party is composed mostly of Sunni Muslims. Ethnic, sectarian 
and political divisions like these are universal in the countries 
of the Middle East. They are the consequences of the historical 
epoch of feudalism, from which they are only a few decades 
removed, if at all. 


The government managed to suppress the rebellions in 
several weeks of fighting, at the cost of further bloodshed and 
destruction. 


Imperialism, primarily that of the United States, is solely 
responsible for the war; hence it is responsible for all of the 
war’s consequences, including the suffering and losses to the 
Iraqi people in the uprisings. Nonetheless, it is necessary that 
some objective view of these circumstances be presented in 
order to correct the distortions of the bourgeoisie, its media, 
and its various hangers-on. The plight of the Kurdish people 
got a lot of hypocritical attention from the bourgeois media. 


There are about six million Kurds in Iraq, ten million in 
Turkey, two million in Iran, and some in Syria. In Iraq there 
has been a form of local autonomy in Kurdish areas. Here 
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Kurdish is the official first language and is used in the schools 
and universities. A certain percentage of Kurdish 
representatives to Parliament is mandated by law. In Turkey, 
a NATO member and U‘S. ally, by contrast, there is no form 
of Kurdish autonomy and the language is banned. Kurdish 
independence in any country is a sensitive question throughout 
the region, since Kurdish independence in any one of the four 
countries would have very serious repercussions in the others. 


In February and March, Bush publicly called for the 
overthrow of Saddam Hussein and there was evidence of CIA 
involvement in the Kurdish uprisings’®. News reports and 
photographs showed the Kurdish insurgents with rocket 
launchers and light artillery. The question arises as to how they 
obtained these weapons. Also, one of the prominent leaders of 
the Kurdish rebellion, Masoud Barzani, is the son of Mustafa 
Barzani. He was the leader who had rebelled in the 1970s with 
the support of the CIA and the Shah of Iran, but who collapsed 
when they withdrew their support. These facts point to a 
likelihood of U.S. instigation of rebellion, in addition to the 
overwhelming U.S. responsibility from its aggression. 


There were persistent reports of Iranian involvement in the 
Shi’ite uprisings in the south of Iraq. In early March, Iranian 
President Hashemi Rafsanjani broadcast a call to the Iraqi 
people to oust the regime of Saddam Hussein, until recently an 
antagonist of the Iranian government. Iraq charged Iran with 
sending arms and fighting men into its territory. Iran made 
some unconvincing denials, saying that it had sent none of its 
nationals into Iraq. 


The question, however, was about the involvement of Iraqi 
dissidents who had been living in Iran, including some Iraqis of 
Iranian ethnic origins who had been deported during the Iran- 
Iraq war. There were news reports that Iran was supplying 
arms to rebel forces. Diplomats from other countries were 


19 See, Michael Wines, "Kurd Gives Account of Broadcasts to 
Iraq Linked to the CIA", New York Times, April 6, 1991. 
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reported to be widely of the opinion that Iran had, despite its 
denials, provided arms to Shi’ite rebels. Iraq charged Iran with 
an attack upon the Kurdish town of Sulaimaniya in July, at a 
time when it had every reason to seek good relations with Iran. 


It is to be hoped that the Iranian authorities will always 
remember the degree of suffering that imperialism imposed on 
their country, stick to a consistent opposition to imperialism, 
and refrain from self-aggrandizing attempts to interfere in the 
internal affairs of Iraq. 


There is no particular reason to believe that the insurgents 
stand for anything progressive as compared to the central 
government. On April 1, in the wake of the inhuman 
destruction inflicted upon his country, Kurdish leader Masoud 
Barzani issued a statement that appealed to the imperialist 
aggressors, the United States, Britain and France, to send aid. 
A number of news sources reported in April, furthermore, that 
the Kurdish leadership itself forced a great many people to 


leave their homes and go into the mountains, where they 
suffered terrible privation. 


There was no unity of political program common to the 
insurgents except opposition to the government. One news 
report said that: "We’ve seen these guys--Kurds and Shiites-- 
threatening one another publicly, in front of reporters," a 
Syrian journalist said. "You get the Shiites saying that they 
want an Islamic state and the Kurds saying, ’Well, if you do 
that we’ll take up arms against you’”’." 


The War Crimes Tribunal delegation to Iraq reports that, 


[T]he widely held feeling in Iraq and among all progressive 
Palestinian, Jordanians and Arab organizations and individuals 
was opposition to the armed rebellion, although all supported 
Kurdish self-determination, which, they stressed, could never 
come about by working with the United States As Taysir Zebri, 
General Secretary of the Jordanian People’s Democratic Party, 


0 Alan Cowell, "Kurds Assert Few Outside Iraq Wanted Them to 
Win", New York Times, April 11, 1991. 
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said, "the main reason for this situation in the north and south 
of Iraq is directly the result of the Coalition aggression against 
Iraq. The Kurdish and Shia communities were the victims of a 
conspiracy without knowing. The help that is being provided to 
the opposition forces is nothing short of a cover-up of the 
viciousness of the crimes against all of the people of Iraq”’. 


The insurgencies collapsed because they did not have the 
support among the people to succeed. There was much 
complaint among the Kurdish leaders that their defeat was due 
to the fact that nobody outside Iraq wanted them to win. If that 
is why they lost then they deserved to lose. 


Some otherwise progressive journalists in the United States 
have no inkling of this. It is another instance of the abysmal 
ideological and theoretical weaknesses of the people’s 
movements in the United States. Time and again one reads this 
progressive commentator or that bewailing the fact that George 
Bush didn’t want the Kurds to win. Is it meant, then, that the 
problem with the war is that Bush didn’t pursue it vigorously 
enough? At this point, the discourse ends with, even in print, 
a fairly palpable choking sensation, a symptom of the 
commentator’s failure to understand the conflict between Iraq’s 
national sovereignty and imperialism. 


The traditional ethnic and sectarian differences are a severe 
handicap to the people of Iraq. The resolution of these 
problems is exclusively a question of Iraqi national sovereignty. 
Only the people of Iraq can settle them. It is to be hoped that 
all patriotic forces in Iraq will reject every form of outside 
interference and unite their efforts to defeat imperialism. The 
destruction of imperialism is the main condition that is needed 
for the people to finally overcome their divisions. 


In the aftermath of the war, the United States invaded 
northern Iraq on the pretext that it would provide "protection" 
to the very Kurdish refugees whose troubles were caused by 
imperialism. The hyena presumed to “protect” the lamb. The 


2! War Crimes Tribunal, Report, 13. 





The War Against Iraq / 115 


antiwar movement must resolutely expose the lies of 
imperialism and demand that it desist, at once, from all threat 
or action of interference with the national sovereignty of Iraq. 





During the buildup for the war, Iraq, with the firm support of 
the Palestine Liberation Organization, persistently raised the 
question of linkage of the problem of Kuwait with that of the 
Arab territories occupied by Israel. The United States and Israel 
just as persistently rejected the linkage as an impossible 
condition. 


Yet the very first thing that the United States undertook 
diplomatically after the ceasefire was to find a way to convene 
a Middle East peace conference. The aim of the conference was 
the normalization of relations between Israel and the Arab 
countries. This can only be done on the basis of a resolution of 
the problems of the national rights of the Palestinian people and 
the status of the occupied territories. 


Hence U.S. imperialism found that there was linkage of the 
Persian Gulf problems to the Palestine problem, once it had 
achieved its work of death and destruction through war. For 
weeks, James Baker shuttled between Israel and the Arab 
countries in an attempt to find a basis for talks. 


It was immediately clear that the Israeli government 
remained adamant against any recognition of Palestinian 
national rights. The Israelis proposed that United States, the 
Soviet Union, and the several parties to discussion jointly 
convene a peace conference, but all actual negotiation was to 
take place bilaterally between Israel and the several Arab states. 
The Israeli government also made clear that they would accept 
no land for peace formula to resolve the dispute over the 
territories, specifically including the Golan Heights territory 
that Israel seized from Syria in 1967. 


United Nations participation was ruled out by the Israelis, 
as waS any representation of the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, the U.N.-recognized national authority of the 
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Palestinian people. The only Palestinian representation that they 
would accept would be a joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. 
Further, the Israelis attached conditions to the composition of 
this delegation. They insisted that no member of the Palestinian 
group be from East Jerusalem, since that would, in the Israeli 
view, imply that the status of that part of the city, seized by 
Israel in 1967, was negotiable. 


The Israeli government, in sum, thinks that it, rather than 
the Palestinian people themselves, has the right to select the 
Palestinians with whom it will negotiate. The Israeli authorities 
continue to refuse to negotiate anything with the Palestinian 
people, and instead intensify their fascist oppression of them. 
There can be no peace on this basis. 


In late July, the government of Jordan stated that it would 
not participate as the representative of the Palestinian people. 
Jordan in any case could not form a joint delegation with the 
Palestinians unless the Palestinians themselves were to agree. 


During this period of diplomatic maneuver the fascist 
twenty-four-hour curfew against Palestinians in the West Bank 
territory remained in force. Furthermore, the Israeli 
government twice announced construction of new Jewish 
settlements in the West Bank, timed for the beginning of trips 
that James Baker made to Israel to discuss a peace conference. 


The Israelis undertook construction of new Jewish 
settlements in the Golan in July of 1991, just as they had 
started new settlements in the West Bank, to underline again 
their determination to return no Arab land. The Israeli 
authorities have once again exposed themselves; they are more 
interested in the conquest of Arab lands than they are in peace. 


The United States posture is a mass of contradictions. One 
the one hand, it assures Syria that it has never recognized the 
Israeli seizure of the Golan Heights and, on the other, it 
promises Israel that it will not demand its return to Syria. It 
tries to meet Israeli demands against legitimate Palestinian 
representation even as it tries to find some way to get around 
a few of them. If the Israeli tail appears to wag the American 
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dog it is because, between reliance on diplomacy and reliance 
on force, imperialism, in its decay, if forced to choose, must 
rely on force. 


Nevertheless there is a very deep contradiction between the 
need of the United States for a stable political realignment of 
the Middle East and the determination of the Israeli authorities 
to retain all of the occupied territories. The rising revolutionary 
struggle of the peoples will drive it to ever greater intensity and 
its resolution is completely unclear at this stage. 


In the immediate postceasefire period the United States also 
tried to establish permanent bases for its forces in the Gulf. The 
Central Command of the United States, essentially the 
commanding body of the interventionist forces of the United 
States military, had been stationed in Florida. The United States 
wanted to move it onshore to the Gulf. At first it tried Saudi 
Arabia, but the rulers were too nervous about the reaction of 
their subjects. Bahrain, a small peninsula constituted as an 
independent sheikhdom, was proposed next, but that didn’t 
work out either. 


One thing that did work out militarily was the old reliable-- 
the United States alliance with Israeli imperialism. In early 
April, it was announced that the United States would begin to 
stockpile military equipment for future conflicts at a huge 
logistical complex in Israel. The United States built the complex 
years before but had not used it for fear of Arab objections. It 
was also announced that the United States would give Israel 
some F-15 fighter planes and continue the financial support of 
a U.S.-Israeli anti-ballistic missile project. 


None of this means that the United States has dropped plans 
to find bases in the Gulf, whereas it espouses a peace process 
that is unable to achieve peace. 


Whatever "settlement" may come forth from the "peace 
process" will only paper over the sources of war in the Middle 
East: the suppression of the national rights of the Palestinian 
people and the denial of the sovereignty of the Arab countries. 
Instead, imperialist domination based on force will come out 
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more and more openly, more and more destructively. This will 
further compel the peoples of the Middle East to recognize that 
the struggle to overthrow imperialism by revolutionary means 
is their only path forward. 


IX. FORWARD 


In Greek myth the hero Jason sowed a field with dragon’s 
teeth. Soon spearpoints showed above the ground, then helmets, 
shoulders. An army grew which Jason had to vanquish. He 
threw a stone among them; the dragon’s-teeth men fell into 
confusion and fought among themselves. 


Even so has imperialism strewn the field of the Middle East 
with its savage contradictions. Here the resemblance to the 
story ends: imperialism is the monster, not the hero, and the 
forces that it has set in motion will destroy it. 


Postceasefire Kuwait is a welter of political conflict which the 
United States can neither accept nor resolve. The Emir brought 
disaster upon Kuwait through greed and stupidity. He was 
bound to do so because he is a representative of an historically 
obsolete class, the feudal aristocracy, and he is unable to cope 
with the modern world. The people of Kuwait understand all of 
this and on no account will they have him back, or anyone 
from his family, as their ruler. A form of democracy in 
keeping with the world of today is the only way forward for the 
masses of Kuwait. 


Yet the United States can accept no future for Kuwait other 
than the return to power of the Emir. Firstly, his obsolescence 
is useful to imperialism since it makes him the weakest form of 
rule relative to local self-determination. Secondly, anything that 
the United States does must be squared with the other royal 
families of the Persian Gulf. There is no way that the ruling 
Saud family of Arabia or the various sheikhs of the Emirates 
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will accept the downfall of their class brother. If it can happen 
to him it can happen to them. 


Thirdly, at the risk of crudity and male chauvinism, be it 
said that the Emir has the banking system of the United States 
by the balls. Capitalist decay has reduced U.S. banks to a 
shambles. They are beset by the Reagan-Bush piracy of the 
S&L’s and the major commercial banks are in dreadful shape 
from bad investments. The Kuwaiti royal family has an 
estimated $150 billion on deposit in U.S. banks. Should the 
United States let him down, the Emir could move his deposits 
to European and Japanese banks--which, in strictly financial 
terms, might be the most sensible thing for him to do anyway. 
The outflow of Kuwaiti funds at this time, not to speak of the 
Saudi deposits, would be an economic catastrophe to U.S. 
imperialism. 


Therefore, at all costs the United States must maintain the 
Sabah family in Kuwait and resist the imperatives of the masses 
for progress. The Bush administration’s shortsighted folly in 
having made of Kuwait the trigger of the Gulf crisis becomes 
apparent. Indeed, Bush has been no less stupid than the Emir, 
and in the same way: imperialism, like feudalism, is historically 
obsolete. As in an old Chinese proverb, imperialism lifted a 
stone to throw at others, only to drop it on its own foot. 


The people’s cause in Kuwait faces many problems, 
however. In its backwardness, the Sabah family imposed a 
classically imperial system of citizenship on Kuwait: only those 
persons are citizens who can trace their male (!) ancestry in 
Kuwait back to 1921. There are hundreds of thousands of non- 
citizens who are immigrants, or else were born in Kuwait and 
lived there all their lives but whose parents were immigrants. 
It is as if some guy named Minelli who lives in Brooklyn were 
unable to become a U:S. citizen because his father came from 
Italy. 


In an attempt to moderate Kuwait’s political crisis, most of 
its Palestinian-descended population has been expelled to live 
in miserable circumstances in Jordan and elsewhere. It is a 
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wretched echo of the expulsion of Palestinians from their 
country in 1948. Since the current administration of Kuwait is 
in fact a U.S. military one, these expulsions are another of the 
many crimes of the Bush administration, and, sadly, another 
omission from the attentions of the people’s movements in the 
United States. 


The masses in Kuwait whose local ancestry goes back a 
number of generations must unite with their victimized 
countrymen. All sectors of the people must unite to overthrow 
the domination of Kuwait by the royal family and U.S. 
imperialism. It is the only way forward. 


It remains true as well that Kuwait has no organic or 
indigenous existence as a country. It was separated from Iraq 
by British imperialism for no reasons other than those of 
imperialism. Its existence as a country is an affront to and an 
assault upon the interests of the peoples of the Middle East as 
a whole. Iraq’s historical claim to Kuwait is absolutely 
legitimate. Imperialism must be thrown out of the Persian Gulf 
so that, among other things, Kuwait may be returned to Iraq by 
means of a peaceful and democratic exercise of the sovereign 
will of the peoples of the whole region. 


Imperialist contention, the basis of world war, has been greatly 
sharpened by this most recent war in the Middle East. 


The United States becomes ever more economically 
dependent on Japan. Hence the empire struck back in the war 
against Iraq, seeking a balance in which Japan would become 
ever more militarily dependent on the United States. The 
United States went so far as to bomb and destroy every one of 
the oil production concessions that Japan (and Germany) had 
recently developed in Iraq and even in Saudi Arabia. 


The war was unpopular in Japan. The United States had to 
fight to get Japan to fulfill the pledge of economic support for 
the war that it had extorted from the Japanese government. It 
is likely that Japan will continue to struggle to become 
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independent of U.S. control of its oil sources and that the 
United States will become even more aggressive and 
overbearing in response. Japan’s financial and diplomatic 
relations with the Arab countries are its present means to loosen 
U.S. hegemony. It will be very interesting to see how these 
relations develop. 


Japan is an economically powerful country and potentially 
a militarily powerful one as well. Once it fought the United 
States for reasons not so different from those that apply to the 
Persian Gulf. This should be kept in mind at all times. 


Similar considerations apply to Germany. There was intense 
popular struggle against the war in Germany, although the 
German government was somewhat more accommodating to the 
United States than was that of Japan. The difference probably 
reflects no more than Japan’s greater dependency on the Persian 
Gulf oil, although this will change, probably in about ten years, 
as the North Sea oil fields run dry. 


It is extremely interesting that, during the period of the 
bombing campaign, Germany granted a total of about $660 
million in economic assistance to Israel. It was largely passed 
off as a matter of atonement for the crimes of the Nazis against 
the Jews, but it could be that Herr Kohl and Mr. Shamir had 
more current things on their minds. The Israeli imperialists 
have never been, are not, and never can be self-sufficient in 
their conflict with the Arab world. For several decades they 
have been overwhelmingly dependent on U.S. imperialism. 
Mostly this has worked for them but there sometimes have been 
very sharp differences. When these arise the Israelis have been 
forced to accede to U.S. wishes, as in the Camp David 
agreements with Egypt, which were forced on Menahem Begin 
by Jimmy Carter. Now there is acute U.S.-Israeli difference 
over the Palestine problem--the United States wants a settlement 
and Israel wants land. 


The Israeli imperialists know that no alliance between 
countries lasts forever. It is greatly in their interest to have 
other major allies for what they can give, and as counterweights 
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to the United States, and as a hedge against problems in 
relations with the United States. Germany has become far less 
dependent on the United States in recent years, both for its own 
internal reasons, and also because of the disintegration of the 
Warsaw Pact. Germany and Japan both fit the specifications for 
additional allies of Israeli imperialism. Of course they also have 
wide economic relations with the Arab countries. They would 
want to retain good relations there as well. 


It adds up to a complicated, unpredictable, and ultimately 
unstable pattern of relations--contention here, collusion there, 
alliances and rivalries all mixed up. It is all very interesting, 
but also scary. It is the revolutionary struggle of the people of 
the world against imperialism, in particular the peoples of the 
Middle East, and not the rivalries of the "great powers", that 
will finally bring peace and progress to the Middle East. 


The Soviet authorities, for the past few years, have declared 
that they now adhere to a foreign policy of "universal human 
values", such as the concern for the environment, in place of 
their previous "policy of confrontation.” It sounds mighty nice, 
but the meaning of universality in a period of history dominated 
by imperialist aggression and revolutionary struggle must be 
questioned. In the case of the Gulf crisis, universality means 
siding with imperialism. For their part the Chinese authorities 
posed a nonexistent "balance" between the "aggression" of Iraq 
and that of the United States and its allies. 


The war against Iraq was the occasion of the profoundest 
opportunism on the part of the Soviet and Chinese authorities. 
Opportunism has always arisen in opposition to Marxist 
struggle, and opportunists always try to cover themselves with 
one or another claim of the necessity for “compromise.” 
Sometimes they even try to justify themselves by an appeal to 
Lenin. 


In 1921, V.I. Lenin wrote a pamphlet titled “Left-wing” 
Communism, an Infantile Disorder. In a period of great 
upheaval, he wanted to distinguish the revolutionary Marxist 
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approach to the art of political compromise from the 
opportunist approach. Lenin’s Bolshevik Party had been forced 
to cut a deal, in 1918, with German imperialism to secure 
peace so that it could carry out the tasks of revolution. Large 
sections of Russian territory had to be ceded to the imperialist 
"bandits" in order to secure peace. The territory was later 
regained, but it was a very large compromise indeed. Here is 
how Lenin explained it: 


There are compromises and compromises. One must be able to 
analyze the situation and the concrete conditions of each 
compromise. One must learn to distinguish between a man who 
gave bandits money and firearms in order to lessen the evil 
committed by them and to facilitate the tasks of getting them 
captured and shot, and a man who gives bandits money and 
firearms in order to share in the loot. In politics this is not 
always so easy as this childishly simple example’. 


The striking thing is that, for all of Lenin’s strictures about 
his "childishly simple example," the behavior of the Soviet and 
Chinese authorities during the Gulf war fits his description 
exactly! 


There can be no excuse that the Soviet or Chinese 
authorities intended to lessen the evil of the United States- 
British aggression. They were in on the deal to share in the 
loot. The Soviet authorities want a multi-billion dollar bail-out 
from the West with which to buy off the Soviet people while 
they try to reestablish capitalism. Fools. The Chinese 
authorities sold Marxist principles out, in the Security Council, 
in return for a diplomatic meeting with Bush. They further 
expect that they will get a share of the contracting business to 
reconstruct Kuwait. 


A little historical examination is in order to see how 
Communist parties that once were led by Lenin and Mao could 
fall to such depths. (Indeed, it is the betrayal of Leninism, 


1V.1. Lenin, "'Left-Wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder," 
(New York: International Publishers, 1940), 22-23. 
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rather than Leninism, that has led the Soviet Union into its 
present difficulties.) The effect of Soviet and Chinese 
opportunism on the antiwar movement in the United States also 
needs examination. 


During the 1970s, when the Communist Party of China 
(CPC) was still led by Mao Zedong, there was ideological and 
political conflict between China and the Soviet Union. Mao 
severely criticized the Soviet authorities for their military 
interventionism in other countries such as Czechoslovakia, 
Angola, and Ethiopia. The CPC had a slogan to describe the 
different levels of revolutionary struggle against imperialism: 
"Countries Want Independence, Nations Want Liberation, and 
Peoples Want Revolution." 


In the polemic between the Soviet Union and China, the 
focus was on the first of these, "Countries Want 
Independence.” This refers to the struggle in the developing 
countries for the full exercise of national sovereignty. The CPC 
saw it aS a component of revolutionary struggle against 
imperialism, regardless of the internal class composition of 
particular developing countries. The Soviet Union negated the 
importance of the national sovereignty of the developing 
countries. It intervened in the internal affairs of several of them 
on the pretext of carrying out international class struggle, as if 
the relations between countries were the same thing as the 
relations between classes--an elementary violation of Marxist 
dialectics. 


In the late 1970s, in the wake of the great defeat of U.S. 
imperialism by the peoples of Southeast Asia, a considerable 
mass anti-imperialist consciousness had built up in the United 
States. The Soviet view made a good deal of headway among 
the people’s movements in the United States in the postwar 
period. The Vietnamese authorities took the side of the Soviet 
Union in the dispute with China’. Fidel Castro also took the 


1 It should be kept in mind that Ho Chi Minh died in 1969. Some 
dissident Vietnamese Communists asserted in the 1980s that he left a 
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Soviet view. Hence broad sectors of the people’s forces in the 
United States fell into this contradictory and anti-Marxist view 
of anti-imperialist struggle and approved of Soviet 
interventionism. 


The real test of any ideological proposition is experience. 
The Soviet and Soviet-supported interventions met with abject 
failure. Protracted wars caused great suffering to the peoples 
and provided opportunities to imperialism to get back into 
countries in which it had been defeated. Indeed, the conflicts in 
Angola and Cambodia are not definitely resolved to this day. 
Unfortunately, the mass anti-imperialist spirit declined along 
with the prospects of Soviet interventionism. 


In light of overall developments it can be said, however, 
that Fidel Castro’s stand is to be distinguished from that of the 
Soviet authorities. Whereas the Soviet aggressions were the 
outcome of deep-seated revisionism, Castro’s participation was 
the mistake of a revolutionary. Of course it was a great 
mistake, by far the most serious he ever made, but sometimes 
it takes a great person to make a great mistake. 


While the Communist Party of China opposed the 
interventions in Afghanistan and Cambodia which started after 
Mao’s death, it carried on less and less ideological struggle 
with Soviet opportunism as the 1980s wore on. Currently it 
wages none. 


Opportunism, like any other form of bourgeois ideology, is 
a hotbed of illusions and snares for the people. We hear that 
Gorbachev is our friend and was good leader. (It is a strange 
Communist of whom capitalists approve, as they did of 
Gorbachev while he still called himself one.) Opportunism is a 
treacherous, unstable, and unpredictable force, however. 
Despite recent strategic arms reductions, the United States and 
the Soviet Union retain nuclear arsenals sufficient to pulverize 
one another many times over. 


"testament" critical of Soviet opportunism that was suppressed by Le 
Duan and others of his successors. 
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The Soviet opportunists now face greater difficulties than 
ever. The harder they try to restore capitalism the worse things 
get. They are very close to the end of their rope, but 
opportunism still poses the threat of big-power conflict. This 
threat will only be removed when the Soviet people overthrow 
the opportunists and return to the rule of the working class 
through a Communist Party purged of revisionism. 


The people’s movements in the United States are of wide class 
and ideological diversity, made up of many groups and 
tendencies, each with its own characteristics. The vast majority 
of the individuals and organizations that make up the antiwar 
movement are not and have never claimed to be Marxists. 
Nonetheless the dominance of opportunism in world 
communism has deprived it, even in its non-Marxist sectors, of 
reliable landmarks by which to navigate. The broad anti- 
imperialist consciousness of the 1960s and 1970s declined into 
confusion and disillusionment as the Soviet third-world 
adventures failed and the Communist Party of China its ceased 
ideological struggle. Hence the shortcomings of petty-bourgeois 
ideology came to the fore: despondency and inaction in the face 
of difficulty; ignorance of and disinterest in history as it applies 
to struggle; avoidance of ideological struggle, leading to the 
easy penetration by imperialist ideas. 


The inadequacy of petty-bourgeois ideology can be seen in 
a number of instances: prior to the bombing campaign, the 
support of the sanctions against Iraq, which were part of the 
aggressive U.S. war plan, by broad sectors of the movement; 
the inability of the movement to analyze and to act on the 
fundamental contradiction of the war, imperialism versus the 
national sovereignty of Iraq; and the low level of movement 
activity in the postceasefire period, during which so many vital 
tasks cry out for attention but are met with so little activity. 
The point is to learn from mistakes and shortcomings so as to 
move forward and avoid similar problems in the future. 
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The Bush administration, for example, has cried a lot of 
crocodile tears about the plight of the Kurds in Iraq, for which 
it is itself so greatly responsible. Bush doesn’t care two figs 
about the Kurds or any other people. He is only broadcasting 
a lot of mental pollution through his mass media in order to 
provide a pretext for further aggression. If people fail to learn 
from earlier mistakes on the sanctions, they might be suckered 
again on the question of the Kurds. 


Imperialism is the enemy of all peoples. There are no 
exceptions. Unfortunately, Israeli imperialism has sown 
illusions on this point among the masses of the Jews. The 
majority of Jews today believe that Israeli imperialism is their 
friend. They are wrong. It is their enemy. The most dangerous 
enemy, moreover, is that which is mistakenly believed to be a 
friend. 


The belief is prevalent in the United States that Jewish 
influence is the principal force that determines the policy of the 
United States toward Israel. This is wrong. The principal 
determinant is imperialism, which is a stage of development of 
capitalism. The relationship of the United States and Israel is an 
imperialist alliance in which there is no really important 
internal force in the United States other than the ruling class 
itself. 


The organized Jewish community in the United States has 
influence, but it is a secondary factor in U.S. policy. Instances 
have arisen in which the will of the United States Jewish 
community contradicted the policy of the ruling class only to be 
easily overridden. The Carter administration’s three-way sale 
of military aircraft to Israel, Saudi Arabia and Jordan is a case 
in point. It met with the intense opposition of the major Jewish 
organizations, which confidently expected that they could stop 
the sale in Congress. The deal nonetheless went through 
Congress with little difficulty, and the Jewish organizations 
ruefully acknowledged that it had been a real learning 
experience for them. 
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Yet, in the eyes of the vast majority of the people of the 
United States, and even among Jews themselves, it is the Jews 
who set U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East. 


Imperialism is a rotten and dying social system. It has 
repeatedly brought disaster upon the peoples of the Middle 
East. In the end, the peoples will return the favor and bring 
disaster upon imperialism. In the present circumstances this will 
have the direst domestic political consequences in the United 
States. The Jews have been set up to become the fall guys. 


Israeli imperialism has not, as claimed, made the Jews safe. 
It has made them unsafe. It has made of the Jews the hostages 
of imperialism. 


The masses of the people in the United States must never 
turn their revulsion at the crimes of Israeli imperialism against 
the Jewish people. In the time of their downfall, which, in 
historical terms is soon, the imperialist U.S. ruling class will 
certainly try to turn the wrath of the people away from 
themselves and onto the Jews. The history of the United States 
(or any other country) abundantly proves that racism and ethnic 
hatreds are traps for the shortsighted. 


It is time that the Jewish people return to their real 
traditions, those of social progress. They must throw off the 
distractions of Israeli imperialism. 


Israel must become a society of real equality of all people. 
Its current legal distinction in law between citizens based on 
ethnicity must be eliminated. This includes to the racist Law of 
Return, on which the imperialist concept of the Jewish 
homeland is based. In the place of the imperialist concept there 
must be the revolutionary concept of the Jewish homeland as 
the center of Jewish history and culture based on the equality 
of peoples. The mass of the Jews everywhere must become the 
partisans of the full democratic rights and equality of the 
Palestinian people. 


There is no contradiction here with the democratic rights of 
the Israeli Jewish nation. It and the Arab Palestinian nation can 
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certainly live with one another in peace and harmony in one 
country. This project is a revolutionary one in that it can come 
about only through the overthrow of imperialism. 


Conventional bourgeois politics in the United States is in a 
period of decay and crisis. 


On the one hand, there is decay. The vital interests of vast 
numbers of people fall completely outside the scope of 
bourgeois politics. Of course this has always been true. The 
point is that there are sectors of the masses whose interests at 
one time had been addressed by bourgeois politics in its own 
way, but for whom this is no longer true. The decline in 
political clout of organized labor is a case in point. There is a 
search among the masses to find forms of political organization 
other than the Democratic and Republican parties. 


On the other hand, there is crisis. The ruling class finds it 
more and more difficult to resolve its internal differences in 
the, hitherto, normal ways. More and more, the abnormal 
becomes normal. The loss of the old bourgeois normality 
permeates the whole post-World War II period. Lately this loss 
has become the rule, where once it seemed to be the exception. 


One really flagrant and shocking instance of the bourgeois 
political crisis is the wave of assassinations of the 1960s, 
including Malcolm X, Robert Kennedy, and Martin Luther 
King, Jr. Even a president of the United States, John F. 
Kennedy, was “removed from office” by the most abnormal 
means conceivable, probably over policy differences concerning 
Cuba and Vietnam. Imperialism then proceeded to lower its big 
steel head and bull its way forward to disaster in Vietnam. 


The normal bourgeois political process asserted itself to the 
point that a peace candidate could win the 1972 presidential 
nomination of the Democratic Party, only to meet with the 
overwhelming veto of the ruling class through its electoral 
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process. None of this could prevent the defeat of imperialism 
in Southeast Asia, in the aftermath of which Richard Nixon was 
forced from office on the pretext of the Watergate break-in. 


The Republicans turned ever further to skulduggery after the 
Staggering defeat in Southeast Asia, as instanced by the Iran- 
Contra scandal. When, in 1987, the Reagan gang was 
apprehended for the Iran-Contra caper, however, Congress 
didn’t dare bust them. Imperialism could simply not 
countenance the removal of a second U.S. administration in 
twelve years, even though Reagan’s lawlessness was, on the 
face of it, far greater than Nixon’s. Abnormality collided with 
normality, and came out as the new normality. 


From August 2, 1990 to January 16, 1991 there was a lot 
of ruling-class furor over the Bush buildup in the Persian Gulf. 
It concerned not the desirability of U.S. hegemony in the Gulf, 
but how best to maintain it. Despite his immediate military 
success, Bush’s bourgeois critics have by no means been 
proven wrong. To a very great degree Bush went against the 
counsel of many of his own imperialist wise men because of the 
political benefits that he believed were to be gained from a 
successful military adventure. 


The Democrats, in the face of the political annihilation that 
the Republican Right has promised them, have exposed the 
October Surprise highjinks and revived the Iran-Contra 
investigation. It may even be that the Bank of Credit and 
Commerce International (BCCI) scandal is the binding agent in 
a single odious stew. There is no doubt that Bush, ex-CIA 
director and lifelong implement of the underground 
government, is deeply and pervasively linked to an enormous 
mass of illegal activity. He is under a great deal of pressure, 
and this is because of, rather than in spite of, his "great 
military victory." 


Bourgeois politics is in a period of fundamental and 
deepening instability. The continuation of bourgeois democracy, 
for all of its limitations, is by no means assured. The signs of 
the fascist danger are everywhere, and they are intensifying. 
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The people must fight back to retain such democratic rights 
as they have. The consistent support for the struggles against 
imperialism by peoples elsewhere in the world is a principle of 
first importance. New, independent, anti-imperialist people’s 
political formations must emerge. It is the anti-imperialist 
consciousness of the masses that will be the decisive factor in 
the struggle against fascism. 


There was a cease-fire in the war against Iraq on February 28, 
1991, that is all. The war is not over. 


Saddam Hussein and the Ba’ath Party retain power in Iraq. 
The imperialists are greatly agitated because of their failure to 
impose a quisling regime. 


Washington enforces starvation upon the Iraqi masses and 
constantly threatens further military aggression over the Iraqi 
"nuclear threat". They maintain an interventionist force in 
Turkey on the pretext of protecting the Kurds against reprisals 
that are nowhere in evidence. They openly talk of their plans 
to assassinate Saddam Hussein and demand that he must go. 
Saddam’s continuation in power raises grave threats to U.S. 
imperialism. Its proves that whatever the brutality and 
destructiveness of imperialism, it cannot break the will of the 
Iraqi people. 


Of course Saddam is only one man, and mortal. Whatever 
happens to him personally, the United States will never defeat 
the will of the Iraqi people for independence and sovereignty. 


There is a pervasive bourgeois propaganda that the Iraqi 
people blame their own government for the war and want to 
change it. The media speak of widespread anti-Saddam 
sentiment, as if that justifies the crimes of imperialism; tell of 
Iraqis desperate to leave due to the massive destruction in the 
country, and so on. 


Speaking of World War I in particular, but of all wars in 
general, the great V.I. Lenin gave the true and lasting reply to 
all of this foolish bourgeois propaganda: 
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The longer the war drags on and the more acute it becomes, the 
more the governments themselves foster--and must foster--the 
activity of the masses, whom they call upon to make 
extraordinary self-sacrifice. The experience of the war, like the 
experience of any crisis in history, of any great calamity and 
sudden turn in human life, stuns and breaks some people, bur 
enlightens and tempers others. Taken by and large, and 
considering the history of the world as a whole, the number and 
strength of the second kind of people have... proved greater 
than those of the former kind?." 


Today the people of Iraq and of Palestine stand shoulder to 
shoulder in the struggle to overthrow U.S.-Israeli imperialism. 
They suffer terrible misery and oppression in the face of this 
hideous enemy. Progressive people everywhere must stand with 
them in this profoundly significant time. If the peoples of the 
Middle East can defeat imperialism in the Persian Gulf then it 
will quickly be overthrown everywhere else; in South Africa, 
in Central America, everywhere. The opportunist hangers-on of 
imperialism in the socialist countries will likewise fall, and the 
working class will make decisive progress in its project to 
transform the world. 


The new stage of struggle that has opened with the war 
against Iraq will go on for a long time. Every country in the 
world will be thrown into struggle and upheaval. In the end the 
people of the whole world will win. 


Forward! 
For the triumph of the people of Iraq and of Palestine! 
For the overthrow of imperialism! 
For revolution and Socialism! 
For communism and the classless society! 


2 V.I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21 (Moscow: Progress 
Publishers, 1974), 215-216. The selection is from “The Collapse of 
the Second International," §II. 





APPENDIX I 


Saddam Hussein’s Speech of February 27, 1990 
to the Arab Cooperation Council 


This critically important speech marks a decisive turning 
point in Iraq’s relations with the United States. It came at a 
time when Iraq was a major oil producer in the Persian Gulf, 
when it had emerged as the strongest military power of the 
region, when the strength of its ally the Soviet Union had 
declined to the point that it no longer offered a counterweight 
to the United States, and when U.S. hostility toward Iraq was 
on the rise in the wake of its military victory over Iran. 


It was viewed as a remarkably direct challenge to the 
United States not only because of its blunt language and 
sweeping proposals, but because it was delivered to the heads 
of some of the Middle Eastern states then closest to the United 
States. It is perhaps the single clearest prewar statement of the 
contradiction between the sovereignty of the Middle Eastern 
countries and imperialism, and the clearest delineation of the 
factors which moved the Bush and Thatcher administrations to 
go to war against Iraq. 


Since it is difficult in a meeting such as this to deal with all 
that is negative or positive in international developments during 
1989 and prior to then, and during the period from the 
beginning of 1990, you might share my opinion that discussions 
should deal with the most urgent and important of these issues 
and within the limits of time allowed us. 


Among the most important developments since the 
international conflict in World War II has been the fact that 
some countries which used to enjoy broad international 
influence, such as France and Britain, have declined, while the 
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influence and impact of two countries expanded until they 
became the two superpowers among the countries of the world-- 
I mean the United States and the Soviet Union. Of course, with 
these results, two axes have developed: the Western axis under 
the leadership of the United States, with its known capitalist 
approach and its imperialist policy; and the East bloc under the 
leadership of the Soviet Union and its communist philosophy. 


Among the results of World War II: The Zionist state has 
become a reality, and the original owners of the land, the 
Palestinians, have become refugees. While the imperialist 
Western world helped the expansionist scheme and aggression 
of the Zionist entity in 1967, the communist bloc sided with the 
Arabs in the concept of balance of interests in the context of the 
global competition between the two blocs, and sought to secure 
footholds for the East Bloc against the Western interests in the 
Arab homeland. The East bloc, led by the USSR, supported the 
Arabs’ basic rights, including their rights in the Arab-Zionist 
conflict. The global policy continued on the basis of the 
existence of two poles that were balanced in term of force. 
They are the two superpowers, the United States and the USSR. 


And suddenly, the situation changed in a dramatic way. The 
USSR turned to tackle its domestic problems after relinquishing 
the process of continuous conflict and its slogans. The USSR 
shifted from the balanced position with the United States in a 
practical manner, although it has not acknowledged this 
officially so far. The USSR went to nurse the wounds that were 
inflicted on it as a result of the principles and mistaken policy 
it followed for such a long time, and as a result of the wave of 
change it embarked on, which began to depart from the charted 
course. It has become clear to everyone that the United States 
has emerged in a superior position in international politics. This 
superiority will be demonstrated in the United States readiness 
to play such a role more than in the predicted guarantees for its 
continuation. 


We believe that the world can fill the vacuum resulting from 
the recent changes and find a new balance in the global arena 
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by developing new perspectives and reducing or adding to this 
or that force. The forces that laid the ground for filling the 
vacuum and for the emergence of the two superpowers, the 
United States and the USSR, after World War II at the expense 
of France, Britain, and Germany can develop new forces, 
which we expect will be in Europe or Japan. America will lose 
its power just as quickly as it gained it by frightening Europe, 
Japan, and other countries through the continuous hinting at the 
danger of the USSR and communism. The United States will 
lose its power as the fierce competition for gaining the upper 
hand between the two superpowers and their allies recedes. 


However, we believe that the United States will continue to 
depart from the restrictions that govern the rest of [the] world 
throughout the next five years until new forces of balance are 
formed. Moreover, the undisciplined and irresponsible behavior 
will engender hostility and grudges if it embarks on rejected 
stupidities.... 


We all remember, as does the whole world, the 
circumstances under which the United States deployed and 
bolstered its fleets in the Gulf. Most important of these 
circumstances: The war that was raging between Iraq and Iran; 
Iranian aggression had extended to other Arabian Gulf 
countries, most notably the sisterly state of Kuwait. At the 
time, beyond the conflicting views regarding the presence of 
foreign fleets in Arab territorial waters and foreign bases on 
their territory and their repercussions for pan-Arab security, 
that excessive deployment was somehow comprehensible. But 
now, and against the background of the recent world 
developments and the cessation of hostilities between Iraq and 
Iran, and with Kuwait no longer being the target of Iranian 
aggression, the Arabian Gulf states, including Iraq, and even 
the entire Arabs would have liked the Americans to state their 
intention to withdraw their fleets. 


Had they said that under the same circumstances and causes 
they would have returned to the Gulf, it might have been 
understandable also. But U.S. officials are making such 
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statements as if to show that their immediate and longer-term 
presence in Gulf waters and, maybe, on some of its territory, 
is not bound to a time frame. These suspect policies give Arabs 
reason to feel suspicious of U.S. policies and intentions as to 
whether it is officially and actually interested in a termination 
of the Iraq-lran war and thus in contributing to much needed 
regional stability. 


The other side is the immigration of Soviet Jews to the 
occupied Palestinian land. How can we explain the Americans’ 
support and backing for Jewish immigration to the occupied 
Arab territories, except that the United States does not want 
peace as it claims and declares. If it really and actually wants 
peace, the United States would not have encouraged Israel and 
the aggressive trends in it to adopt such policies, which enhance 
Israel’s capability to commit aggression and carry out 
expansion. 


We the Arabs, proceeding from a long-standing friendship 
with the Soviet Union, did not expect that the Soviets would 
give in to this U.S. pressure in such a way that it would lead 
to these grave consequences for the Arabs and their pan-Arab 
security. As we tackle these challenges, it would be just as 
compromising to the destiny and cause of the Arabs to feel fear 
as it would be to be lax in our evaluating and working out a 
reaction to them. Therefore, there is no place among the ranks 
of good Arabs for the fainthearted who would argue that as a 
superpower, the United States will be the decisive factor, and 
others have no choice but to submit. At the same time, there is 
no place in our midst for those who fail to take note of recent 
developments that have added to U.S. strength, thus prompting 
it to the possible commission of follies against the interests and 
national security of the Arabs--either directly or by fanning and 
encouraging conflicts detrimental to the Arabs, irrespective of 
their source. We are only making the point that the Arabs seek 
peace and justice throughout the world and want to forge 
relations of friendship with those who show respect to what 
friendship is all about--be it the United States or any other 
nation. It is only natural that the Arabs take a realistic approach 


>= 


to the new posture and power of the United States that has led 
the Soviet Union to abandon its erstwhile position of influence. 
However, America must respect the Arabs and respect their 
rights, and should not interfere in their internal affairs under 
any cover.... 






































138 / Speech of Feb. 27, 1990 


Against the backdrop of the vital issue related to the 
substance of national Arab security, the question arises as to 
what we the Arabs have to do.... It has been proven that Arabs 
are capable of being influential when they make a decision and 
set their minds to it for actual application purposes. We have 
much evidence of how effective they can be; for example, the 
joint Iraqi-Saudi resolution of August 6,1980, and the warning 
the two countries issued together that embassies must not be 
moved to Jerusalem, one of whose direct results in less than a 
month--the duration of the warning--was not only that the 
concerned countries did not transfer their embassies to 
Jerusalem, but also that embassies that had already long been 
transferred to the city returned to Tel Aviv. 


The reason the United States stays in the Gulf is that the 
Gulf has become the most important spot in the region and 
perhaps the whole world due to developments in international 
policy, the oil market, and increasing demands from the United 
States, Europe, Japan, Eastern Europe, and perhaps the Soviet 
Union, for this product. The country that will have the greatest 
influence in the region through the Arab Gulf and its oil will 
maintain its superiority as a superpower without an equal to 
compete with it. This means that if the Gulf people, along with 
all Arabs, are not careful, the Arab Gulf region will be 
governed by the United States’s will. If the Arabs are not 
alerted and the weakness persists, the situation could develop 
to the extent desired by the United States; that is, it would fix 
the amount of oil and gas produced in each country and sold to 
this or that country in the world. Prices would also be fixed in 
line with a special perspective benefitting U.S. interests and 
ignoring the interests of others. 
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If this possibility is there and it is convincing, those who are 
convinced by it must conclude that peace in the Middle East is 
remote from the United States point of view because U.S. strat- 
egy, according to this analysis, needs an aggressive Israel, not 
a peaceful one. Peace between Iraq and Iran could be far off as 
long as Iran does not react favorably from an aware and re- 
sponsible position and with the peace initiatives proposed by 
Iraq. The region could witness inter-Arab wars or controlled 
wars between the Arabs and some of their neighbors, if tangible 
results are not achieved on the basis of the principles of 
noninterference in others’ internal affairs and nonuse of military 
force in inter-Arab relations. 


Agreement should be reached over clear and widespread 
pan-Arab cooperation programs among Arab countries in the 
economic, political, and educational fields, as well as other 
fields. Love and peace of mind will take the place of suspicion, 
doubt, mistrust, and giving in to information and speculation 
propagated by rumor-mongers, such as prejudiced Westerners 
and some rootless Arabs. 


Brothers, the weakness of a big body lies in its bulkiness. 
All strong men have their Achilles’ hell. Therefore, irrespective 
of our known stand on terror and terrorists, we saw that the 
United States as a superpower departed Lebanon immediately 
when some Marines were killed, the very men who are 
considered to be the most prominent symbol of its arrogance. 
The whole U.S. administration would have been called into 
question had the forces that conquered Panama continued to be 
engaged by the Panamanian armed forces. The United States 
has been defeated in some combat arenas for all the forces it 
possesses, and it has displayed signs of fatigue, frustration, and 
hesitation when committing aggression on other peoples’ rights 
and acting from motives of arrogance and hegemony. This is a 
natural outcome for those who commit aggression on other 
peoples’ rights. Israel, once dubbed the invincible country, has 
been defeated by some of the Arabs. The resistance put up by 
Palestinian and Lebanese militia against Israeli invasion forces 
in 1982 and before that the heroic Egyptian crossing of the 
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Suez Canal in 1973 have had a more telling psychological and 
actual impact than all Arab threats. Further, the threat to use 
Arab oil in 1973 during the October war proved more effective 
than all political attempts to protest or to beg at the gates of 
American decision-making centers. The stones in occupied 
Palestine now turn into a virtual and potentially fatal bullet if 
additional requirements are made available. It is the best proof 
of what is possible and indeed gives us cause to hold our heads 
high. 

Just as Israel controls interests to put pressure on the United 
States administration, hundreds of billions invested by Arabs in 
the United States and the West may be similarly deployed. 
Indeed, for instance, some of these investments may be diverted 
to the USSR and East European countries. It may prove even 
more profitable than investment in the West, which has grown 
saturated with its national resources. Such a course of action 
may yield inestimable benefits for the Arabs and their national 
causes. Our purported weakness does not lie in our ideological 
and hereditary characteristics. Contemporary experience has 
shown our nation to be distinguished and excellent, just as our 
nation’s history over the centuries has shown this to be the 
case. 


Our purported weakness lies in a lack of mutual trust among 
ourselves, our failure to concentrate on the components of our 
strength, and our failure to focus on our weaknesses with a 
view to righting them. Let our motto be: All of us are strong 
as long as we are united, and all of us are weak as long as we 
are divided. 
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APPENDIX II 


Iraq’s Peace Proposal of February 15, 1991! 


This proposal was dismissed out of hand by the United States 
when it was offered, at the height of the bombing assault upon 
Iraq and Kuwait. Nonetheless it is of immense and continuing 
significance. For the first time a major Arab oil-producing state 

offered a full program for the expulsion of imperialism from the 
Persian Gulf, and by extension, from the entire Middle East. 
Indeed its proposals outline the program of the people’s anti- 
imperialist movements in the United States as well, both as to 
the immediate tasks of peace in the Middle East and the longer- 
range defeat of imperialism. 


Note also, in this time when revisionism has wrought appalling 
consequences upon the people’s morale, in the socialist 
countries and worldwide, that, whatever its cultural framework, 
the Iraqi program lays a great, correct, and objective stress on 
matters of political principle-something which, had they been 
Saddam Hussein's equal in this regard, would have spared a 
great many so-called "communists" their present humiliation 
before the masses. In any case, in both its proposals and its 
principles, this is a historical document with which every 
supporter of the peoples in the fight against imperialism must 
become familiar. 


' For the full texts of both the Iraqi proposal and of Bush’s 
response, see Facts on File, 1991, 107, which is available at most 
libraries. 
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Excerpts of the Baghdad radio address of February 15 
presenting the Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council’s offer of 
a withdrawal from Kuwait: 


Honorable Arabs, true Moslem believers, freedom-loving 
peoples around the world. Ever since the United States, 
Zionism, and the United States’ imperialist wester allies came 
to realize that an Arab Moslem country, Iraq, was developing 
a force of its own, capable of being a counterweight to the 
imperialist-backed Zionism--a free, honorable force, resolved 
selflessly to tackle Zionist aggression and greed, and to reject 
imperialist hegemony over the region--the United States, 
Zionism and all colonial powers who entertained hatred against 
Arabs and Moslems set about taking measures, making 
decisions and waging campaigns of falsehood and incitement 
against Iraq, with the object of thwarting the development of 
this force, and isolating and punishing Iraq, because it has 
faithfully, determinedly, and efficiently gone beyond the limits 
set by the United States, imperialism, and imperialist forces for 
the states of the region. 


The years 1988 and 1989 saw sustained campaigns in the 
press and other media and by officials in the United States and 
other imperialist nations to pave the way for the fulfillment of 
vicious aims. 


Them year 1990 saw these campaigns escalate feverishly 
and mount day by day... The aim was to pave the way for 
destroying this nascent force and to tip the regional balance 
back in favor of the United States, Zionism, and the 
imperialists--the balance that has been in place for many 
decades and that has prevented the Arabs from regaining their 
rights and the usurped and occupied lands in Palestine, the 
Golan Heights, and Lebanon... 


It has also stood in the way of the Arab nation regaining its 
aspirations for revival, progress and justice in the interest of 
occupying its deserved place in the world by virtue of its 
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glorious history and its great contribution to human 
civilization... 


Seizure of Kuwait 


The events of August 2, 1990 [the Iraqi seizure of Kuwait], in 
substance and goals, were not as portrayed by the United States 
and colonialist propaganda, or as were described by the 
traitorous rulers, followers of America. These events were a 
national, pan-Arab and Islamic uprising against the conspiracy 
and conspirators--an uprising against injustice, immorality, 
corruption, and imperialist-Zionist-colonialist hegemony of the 
region, and against the plotters whose role in the U.S.-Zionist 
conspiracy became exposed. 


Thus, the imperialist-Zionist-Atlantic alliance revealed its 
true goals and intentions from the very first hours of these 
events. The alliance amassed armies and forces, and organized 
the biggest and most malicious campaigns of misinformation, 
lies and deception witnessed by the world in the modern age. 


This oppressive and sly imperialist-Zionist-Atlantic alliance 
manipulated the United Nations to issue in unparalleled 
swiftness a series of unprecedented and unjust resolutions, 
although this body failed throughout several decades to fulfill 
the simplest demands of the Arab nation and preserve the 
simplest rights of the Arabs in Palestine, despite the clarity of 
the Arab right and the severity of the tragedy of the struggling 
Palestinian people, from which the other Arabs, including the 
oppressed Lebanese people, have suffered... 


The aggression that has been launched in Iraq, the 
courageous, proud, holy warrior, faithful and patient country, 
is unprecedented in history. The entire history of mankind 
never records such an alliance in which the United States as 
well as two big powers participated--not to mention several 
other countries, 30 in number--against the holy warrior, 
courageous and patient Iraq, whose population does not exceed 
18 million people. It is an evil, rancorous, malicious and 
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atheistic alliance against the bastion of faith and principles, 
against the center of freedom where the call for justice and 
fairness is made. 


Over the past month, the United States and its allies, along 
with the Zionist entity, which has taken part in the aggression 
from the beginning, launched savage and destructive raids on 
the Iraqi people, on their economic, scientific, cultural, and 
service property, and also on their religious centers and the 
sites of ancient civilizations in Iraq... 
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Their latest crime was the ugly and dirty crime of the 
premeditated bombardment of a civilian shelter. They killed and 
burned hundreds of women, children and old people. The aim 
of this unjust aggression was very clear, namely to proceed 
with the process of destruction that they desire and to punish 
the proud, free, and struggling Iraqi people, because they have 
chosen the road of freedom, independence and glory, and have 
rejected humiliation, disgrace and submission to the will of 
imperialism and Zionism... 


Iraq has triumphed in this duel... It has triumphed because 
it has maintained principles and the spiritual values inspired by 
the true religion of Islam and its noble heritage. Its material 
losses in this battle, despite their enormity, are small compared 
to its spirit of determination, its firm belief in principles and 
strong determination to continue the course of renaissance and 
progress. 


Conditions for Withdrawal 


Proceeding from this firm and right feeling and this 
assessment of the nature of the showdown, and in order to rob 
the evil U.S.-Zionist-Atlantic alliance of the opportunity to 
achieve their premeditated goals, and in appreciation of the 
Soviet initiative conveyed by the envoy of the Soviet 
leadership, and in compliance with the principles outlined in 
leader President Saddam Hussein’s initiative on August 12, 
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1990 [terms for withdrawal from Kuwait}, the Revolutionary 
Command Council has decided to declare the following: 


First, Iraq’s readiness to deal with the [U.N.] Security 
Council’s resolution 660 of 1990, with the aim of reaching an 
honorable and acceptable political solution, including 
withdrawal. The first step that is required to be implemented as 
a pledge by Iraq regarding withdrawal will be linked to the 
following: 


A. A total and comprehensive cease-fire on land, air, and 
sea; 


B. For the Security Council to decide to abolish from the 
outset Resolutions 661, 662, 664, 665, 666, 669, 670, 674, 677 
and 678 and all the effects resulting from all of them, and to 
abolish all resolutions and measures that were adopted by 
certain countries against Iraq unilaterally or collectively before 
August 2, 1990, which were the real reasons for the Gulf 
crisis, so that things may return to normal as if nothing had 
happened. Iraq should not receive any negative effects for any 
reasons. 


C. For the United States and the other countries 
participating in its aggression, and all other countries that sent 
their forces from the region to withdraw all the forces, weapons 
and equipment which they have brought to the Middle East 
region before and after August 2, 1990, whether in land, sea, 
oceans or the gulfs, including the weapons and equipment that 
certain countries provided to Israel under the pretext of the 
crisis in the Gulf, provided that these forces, weapons and 
equipment are withdrawn during a period not exceeding one 
month from the date of cease-fire. 


D. Israel must withdraw from Palestine and the Arab 
territories it is occupying in the Golan and southern Lebanon in 
implementation of the U.N. Security Council and the U.N. 
General Assembly resolutions. In case Israel fails to do this, the 
U.N. Security Council should then enforce against Israel the 
same resolutions it passed against Iraq. 
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E. Iraq’s historical rights on land and at sea should be 
guaranteed in full in any peaceful solution. 


F. The political arrangement to be agreed upon should 
proceed from the people’s will and in accordance with a 
genuine democratic practice and not on the basis of the rights 
acquired by the [Kuwaiti royal] Sabah family. Accordingly, the 
nationalist and Islamic forces should primarily participate in the 
political arrangement to be agreed upon. 


Reparations, Security Plans 


Second, the countries that have participated in the 
aggression and financing the aggression undertake to 
reconstruct what the aggression has destroyed in Iraq in 
accordance with the best specifications regarding all the 
enterprises and installations that were targeted by the aggression 
and at their expense. Iraq should not incur any financial 
expenses in this regard. 


Third, all the debts of Iraq and countries of the region-- 
which were harmed by the aggression and did not take part in 
the aggression, either directly or indirectly--to the Gulf 
countries and to the foreign countries that took part in the 
aggression should be written off. 


Besides, relations between the rich nations and poor nations 
in the world should be based on justice and fairness in such a 
way that puts before the rich nations clear commitments 
regarding the realization of development in poor nations, and 
thus removes their economic sufferings. 


This should be based on the saying that the poor have a 
claim to share in the wealth of the rich. Moreover, the 
duplicitous approach pursued in handling the issues of peoples 
and nations should be halted, whether this approach is being 
pursued by the United Nations Security Council or by this or 
that country. 


Fourth, the Gulf states, including Iran, should be given the 
task of freely drawing up security arrangements in the region 
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and of organizing security arrangements among them without 
any foreign interference. 


Fifth, to declare the Arabian [Persian] Gulf region a zone 
free of any form of foreign military presence. 


Everybody must undertake to observe this. This is our 
argument, which we declare before the world, clear and shining 
against the traitors and their imperialist masters... Victory will 
certainly be realized against the oppressors in the coming days, 
as it had been certain in past times. God is with us. May the 
despicable be damned. 


The Revolutionary Command Council, 29 Rajab 1411 
Hegira, corresponding to February 15, 1991. 
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domination in the Persian Gulf and the Middle East. It will 
go on for a long time, and convulse the whole world. 

Arthur Henson’s book addresses the critical need for a 
coherent theory of the war and its origins. 





- Basic theory of imperialism; 

- Crucial importance of Persian Gulf oil to U.S./British 
imperialism; 

- Conflict between Iraqi sovereignty and U.S. domination: 

-U.S./Kuwaiti instigation of 1990 crisis with Iraq: 

- Refusal of Bush administration to settle crisis short of war; 

- Atrocious and genocidal U.S./Bnitish conduct of war; 

- Israel’s nuclear weapons and Iraq’s “nuclear weapons;" 

- Linkage of Gulf war to Palestine problem; 

- Theory and tactics of people’s struggle within the United 
States against imperialism; 

- Many more topics of compelling interest. 


($3.95. (Us) ISBN 0-9631692-3-8 





ee 


